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SALARIES OF JUSTICES AND JUDGES OF UNITED STATES 
COURTS AND MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 





THURSDAY, JANUARY 25, 1955 


Unrrep Srares SENATE, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 424 of 
the Senate Office Building, Senator Estes Kefauver (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Kefauver, chairman, Kilgore, Daniel, and Wat- 
kins. 

Also present : George S. Green, counsel to the subcommittee. 

Senator Krerauver. The subcommittee will come to order. 

This is a special subcommittee of the Committee on the Judiciary, 
consisting of the chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary, Senator 
Kilgore, the junior Senator from Texas, Mr. Daniel, and the senior 
Senator from Utah, Mr. Watkins, the junior Senator from Idaho, Mr. 
Welker, and myself as chairman of the subcommittee, for the purpose 
of considering various bills for giving reasonable compensation to 
members of the judiciary and Members of Congress. 

The three bills before the Senate are S. 462, introduced by Senator 
Kilgore, which will be read into the record; S. 540, introduced by 
Senator George, for himself and Senator Bridges, which will be read 
into the record; and 8. 165, which I introduced. 

(The bills referred to follow :) 


[S. 165, 84th Cong., Ist sess. ] 
A BILL To increase the salaries of judges of the United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 5 of title 28, United States Code, 
relating to the Chief Justice of the United States and to the Associate Justices 
of the Supreme Court of the United States, is amended by striking out there 
from the figures “$25,500” and substituting therefor the figures “$35,000”, and 
by striking out therefrom the figures “$25,000” and substituting therefor the 
figures “$30,000”. 

Sec. 2. Section 44 (d) of title 28, United States Code, relating to circuit judges, 
is amended by striking out therefrom the figures “$17,500” and substituting 
therefor the figures “$22,500”. 

Sec. 3. Section 135 of title 28, United States Code, relating to district judges, 
is amended by striking out therefrom the figures “$15,000” and substituting there- 
for the figures “$20,000”, and by striking out therefrom the figures “$15,500” and 
substituting therefor the figures “$20,500”. 

Sec. 4. Section 173 of title 28, United States Code, relating to judges of the 
Court of Claims, is amended by striking out therefrom the figures “$17,500” and 
substituting therefor the figures “‘$22,500”. 
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Sec. 5. Section 215 of title 28, United States Code, relating to judges of the 
Court of Customs and Patent Appeals, is amended by striking out therefrom the 
figures “$17,500” and substituting therefor the figures “$22,500”. 

Sec. 6. Section 252 of title 28, United States Code, relating to judges of the 
Customs Court, is amended by striking out therefrom the figures “$15,000” and 
substituting therefor the figures “$20,000”. 

Sec. 7. The first paragraph of section 4 of the Act approved June 6, 1900 
(31 Stat. 322; 48 U. 8S. C., sec. 101), as amended, relating to the District Court 
for the District of Alaska, is amended by striking out therefrom the figures 
“$15,000” and substituting therefor the figures “$20,000”. 

Sec. 8. Section 3 of the Act approved May 24, 1940 (54 Stat. 220), as amended, 
relating to the judge of the District Court of the Virgin Islands, is amended by 
striking out therefrom the figures “$15,000” and substituting therefor the figures 
“$20,000. 

Sec. 9. Section 1102 (c) of the Internal Revenue Code, relating to judges of 
the Tax Court of the United States, is amended to read as follows: 

“(c) SALARIES.— 

“Each judge shall receive salary at the rate of $20,000 per annum.” 


[S. 462, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To increase the salaries of justices and judges of United States Courts, Members 
of Congress, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That (a) section 5 of title 28, United 
States Code, relating to the Chief Justice of the United States and to the 
Associate Justices of the Supreme Court of the United States, is amended by 
striking out “$25,500” and substituting therefor “540,000”, and by striking out 
“$25,000” and substituting therefor “$39,500°". 

(b) Section 44 (d) of title 28, United States Code, relating to circuit judges, 
is amended by striking out “$17,500” and substituting therefor “$30,500”. 

(c) Section 135 of title 28, United States Code, relating to district judges, 
is amended by striking out °$15,000” and substituting therefor “827,500”, and by 
striking out “$15,500” and substituting “$28,000”. 

(d) Section 175 of title 28, United States Code, relating to judges of the Court 
of Claims, is amended by striking out “$17,500" and substituting therefor 
“$30,500, 

(e) Section 218 of title 28, United States Code, relating to judges of the 
Court of Customs and Patent Appeals, is amended by striking out “$17,500” and 
substituting therefor “$30,500”. 

(f) Section 252 of title 28, United States Code, relating to judges of the Cus- 
toms Court, is amended by striking out “$15,000” and substituting therefor 
“$27,500”. 

(g) The first paragraph of section 4 of the Act approved June 6, 1900 (31 
Stat. 322: 48 U. S. C, sec. 101), as amended, relating to the District Court for 
the District of Alaska, is amended by striking out $15,000" and substituting 
therefor “$27,500”. 

(h) Section 3 of the Act approved May 24, 1940 (54 Stat. 220), as amended, 
relating to the judge of the District Court of the Virgin Islands, is amended by 
striking out “$15,000” and substituting therefor “$27,500”. 

(i) Section 7448 (c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, relating to judges 
of the Tax Court of the United States, is amended to read as follows: 

“(e) SaLary.—Each judge shall receive salary at the rate of $27,500 per 
annum, to be paid in monthly installments.” 

(j) (1) Article 67 of the Uniform Code of Military Justice, relating to judges 
of the Court of Military Appeals, is amended by striking out “$17,500” and sub- 
stituting therefor “$30,500”. 

(2) Such article is further amended by adding at the end of subdivision (a) 
(1) thereof the following: “Each judge shall, upon his certificate, be paid by 
the Secretary of Defense all necessary traveling expenses, and also his reason- 
able maintenance expenses actually incurred, not exceeding $15 per day, while 
attending court or transacting official business at a place other than his official 
station The official station of such judges for such purpose shall be the District 
of Columbia.” 
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Sec. 2. (a) The matter preceding the semicolon in section 601 (a) of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(a) The compensation of Senators, Representatives in Congress, Delegates 
from the Territories, and the Resident Commissioner from Puerto Rico shall be 
at the rate of $27,500 per annum each. 

“(b) Section 601 (b) of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, as 
amended (relative to expense allowances of Members of Congress), is hereby 
repealed. 

“(c) Section 601 (a) of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, as 
amended, is further amended by striking out ‘$30,000’ and substituting therefor 
$40,000". 

“(d) Section 104 of title 3 of the United States Code (relating to the com- 
pensation of the Vice President) is amended by striking out ‘$30,000° and sub- 
stituting therefor ‘$40,000’.” 

Sec. 3. (a) Section 111 of title 3 of the United States Code is amended by 
inserting “(a)” after the section number and by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection : 

“(b) In addition to amounts payable under subsection (a) of this section, 
there shall be paid to the Vice President, upon vouchers certified by him and 
submitted to the Secretary of the Senate, an amount not to exceed $10,000 in 
any calendar year for reimbursement of necessary expenses incurred by him 
which are properly attributable to his office.” 

(b) In addition to amounts payable under subsection (e) of section 111 of 
the Act of January 19, 1949 (63 Stat. 4), as amended, there shall be paid to 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives, upon vouchers certified by him 
and submitted to the Sergeant at Arms of the House of Representatives, an 
amount not to exceed $10,000 in any calendar year, for reimbursement of neces- 
sary expenses incurred by him which are properly attributable to his office. 

Sec. 4. In addition to any amounts heretofore authorized by law for travel, 
each Senator, Representative, and Delegate, and the Resident Commissioner 
from Puerto Rico, shall be entitled to reimbursement, upon vouchers certified 
by him and submitted to the Secretary of the Senate or the Sergeant at Arms 
of the House of Representatives, as the case may be, for expenses incurred in 
making not to exceed five round trips in any calendar year, based on the nearest 
route, between the District of Columbia and his residence in the State, District, 
or Territory which he represents. 

Sec. 5. The provisions of this Act shall take effect on the first day of the 
month following the date of enactment of this Act. 


[S. 540, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To increase the salaries of judges of the United States courts, and to provide that 
Members of Congress shall receive salary comparable to that of judges of the United 
States district courts 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 

States of America in Congress assembled, That (a) section 5 of title 28, United 

States Code, relating to the Chief Justice of the United States and to the 

Associate Justices of the Supreme Court of the United States, is amended by 

striking out “$25,500” and substituting therefor “$33,000”, and by striking out 

“$25,000” and substituting therefor “$32,500”. 

(b) Section 44 (d) of title 28, United States Code, relating to circuit judges, 
is amended: by striking out “$17,500” and substituting therefor “$25,000”. 

(c) Section 135 of title 28, United States Code, relating to district judges, is 
amended by striking out “$15,000” and substituting therefor “$22,500”, and by 
striking out “$15,500” and substituting therefor “$23,000”. 

(d) Section 173 of title 28, United States Code, relating to judges of the Court 
of Claims, is amended by striking out “$17,500” and substituting therefor 
“$25,000”. 

(e) Seetion 213 of title 28, United States Code, relating to judges of the 
Court of Customs and Patent Appeals, is amended by striking out “$17,500” 
and substituting therefor “$25,000”. 

(f) Section 252 of title 28, United States Code, relating to judges of the 
Customs Court, is amended by striking out “$15,000” and substituting therefor 
“$22 500”. 

(zg) The first paragraph of section 4 of the Act approved June 6, 1900 (3 
Stat. 322: 48 U. S. C. 101), as amended, relating to the District Court for the 
District of Alaska, is amended by striking out $15,000” and substituting therefor 
“$22,500”. 
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(h) Section 3 of the Act approved May 24, 1940 (54 Stat. 220: 48 U. S. Cc. 
1392a), as amended, relating to the judge of the District Court of the Virgin 
Islands, is amended by striking out “$15,000” and substituting therefor “$22,500”. 

(i) The second sentence of section 24 (a) of the Organic Act of Guam (64 
Stat. 390; 48 U. 8S. C. 1424b), as amended, relating to the District Court of 
Guam, is amended to read as follows: “The judge shall receive a salary, payable 
by the United States, which shall be the same as the salary provided by sec- 
tion 135 of title 28 of the United States Code for a judge of a district court of 
the United States.” 

(j) (1) Section 7443 (c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, relating to 
judges of the Tax Court of the United States, is amended by striking out $15,- 
000” and substituting therefor ‘‘$22,500”. 

(2) The Act entitled “An Act to fix the salaries of certain judges of the 
United States’, approved July 31, 1946 (60 Stat. 716), is hereby repealed. 

(k) Article 67 of the Uniform Code of Military Justice (67 Stat. 129), 
relating to judges of the Court of Military Appeals, is amended by striking out 
“$17,500” and substituting therefor “$25,000”. 

Sec. 2. (a) Section 601 (a) of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
as amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 601. (a) The compensation of Senators, Representatives in Congress, 
Delegates from the Territories, and the Resident Commissioner from Puerto 
Rico shall be at the same rate as that of judges of the United States district 
courts; except that nothing contained herein shall be construed to make any 
benefits prescribed by law for judges of the United States district courts upon 
resignation or retirement applicable to Senators, Representatives in Congress, 
Delegates from the Territories, or the Resident Commissioner from Puerto Rico. 
The compensation of the Speaker of the House of Representatives shall be at 
the rate of $30,000 per annum.” 

(b) Section 601 (b) of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended, 
relating to expense allowances of Members of Congress, is hereby repealed. 

Sec. 3. The provisions of this Act shall take effect upon the first day of the 
month following the date of its enactment. 


Mr. Green. Mr. Chairman, I should like to insert the notice of 
hearing as published in the Congressional Record. 
The CuarrmMan. The notice will be inserted in the record at this 
time. 
{Record, January 21, 1955] 


Norice OF HEARING ON PROPOSED LEGISLATION TO INCREASE SALARIES OF UNITED 
STATES JUDGES, JUSTICES, AND MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 


Mr. KeFAvUvER. Mr. President, on behalf of the Committee on the Judiciary, I 
desire to give notice that a public hearing has been scheduled for Tuesday, Jan- 
uary 25, 1955, at 10 a. m., in room 424, Senate Office Building, on S. 165, S. 462, 
and S. 540, designed to increase the salaries of United States judges, Justices, 
and Members of Congress. At the indicated time and place all persons inter- 
ested in the proposed legislation may make such representations as may be 
pertinent. The subcommittee consists of myself, chairman, the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. Kilgore], the Senator from Texas [Mr. Daniel], the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. Watkins], and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Welker]. 

Mr. President, I have just placed in the Record a notice of hearing by a special 
subcommittee of the Committee on the Judiciary on legislation relating to in- 
crease in salary of justices and judges of the United States courts, and Members 
of Congress. The subcommittee consists of the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
Kilgore], the Senator from Texas [Mr. Daniel], the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Watkins], the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Welker], and myself, chairman; and 
the hearing has been scheduled for 10 a. m. Tuesday, January 25, 1955, in room 
424, Senate Office Building. The bills which are to be the subject of this hearing 
are S. 462, introduced by the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Kilgore]; S. 540, 
introduced by the Senator from Georgia [Mr. George] and the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. Bridges] ; and S. 165, which I introduced. 

The subcommittee has notified interested parties, so that their presence or 
views may be submitted for study by the subcommittee. 

As Senators know, the late Senator McCarran introduced S. 1663 in the 83d 
Congress to accomplish salary increases. That proposed legislation was reported 
favorably to the Senate on May 12, 1953, but no action was taken thereon. 
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Pursuant to Public Law 220, 838d Congress, 1st session (S. 2417), which was 
introduced by the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dirksen], a commission on judicial 
and congressional salaries was authorized to hold hearings on this subject. Such 
hearings were held, and the recommendations of that commission are contained 
in House Document No. 300, 88d Congress, 2d session. 

The subject of salary increases has been under extensive study during the 
past Congress, and it is hoped that these hearings will resolve the matter so that 
the Committee on the Judiciary may, if justified, present to the Senate proposed 
legislation which is in accord with all of the known facts on the subject. 

Senator Krrauver. The committee is honored this morning to have 
many distinguished members of the judiciary present: The Attorney 
General of the United States, the Honorable Herbert Brownell, the 
Chairman and members of the Commission on Judicial and Congres- 
sional Salaries, a number of distinguished jurists and former jurists, 
and others who have made a study and are interested in this legislation. 

We wish to hear everyone who desires to be heard. We ‘will first 

take the proponents of any one of the bills; and if anyone wishes to 
be heard in opposition to the bills, they will be given a chance, also. 

Senator Kilgore, before we start our hearings, do you wish to make 
any preliminary remarks ? 

The Cuatrman. I have nothing. 

Senator Warkrns. I have nothing to say. 

Senator Keravuver. Our first witness will be the Attorney General 
of the United States, Herbert Brownell, Jr. 

We will be glad to hear you, Mr. Brownell. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HERBERT BROWNELL, JR., ATTORNEY 
GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 


Attorney General Brownett. Thank you very much, Senator 
Kefauver. 

Gentlemen of the committee, I am very pleased to have this oppor- 
tunity to address the committee this morning briefly on this question 
of the fair compensation for judges and Members of C ongress. That 
is especially so because I think perhaps we see it from a little different 
angle in the Department of Justice than others might. 

One of our duties in the Department is to advise with this committee 
and give advice to the President on the selection of new judicial ap- 
pointees. During the past 2 years, as you will recall, working to- 
gether with this committee, there has been appointed by the President 
and confirmed by the Senate over 60 members of the Federal judiciary. 

The study of these cases has led us, as I am sure it has led you here, 
to realize that a rather critical condition exists in the matter of inad- 
quate judicial salaries. In studying these 60 cases, we have found 
that many men of real ability at the bar and men who have had long 
judicial careers, have been unable to accept appointment to the Feder al 
bench because of the fact that the present compensation is not enough 
to give then an adequate salary to take care of their necessary living 
expenses and support their families. 

Especially is this true in the case of lawyers who you might say are 
young middle-aged, who are ideally qualified for places on the Federal 
bench, but they have not been able to accumulate enough savings. 

Senator Krravver. Let the record show that Senator Dirksen is 
present. Senator Dirksen has had a special interest in this problem, 
having acted as chairman of a subcommittee last year to hold hearings 
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from which the bill by Senator McCarran was reported to the floor, 
but because of insufficient time it was not acted upon by the Senate. 

After the Attorney General finishes, if you would like to make any 
statement, Senator, I hope you will do so. 

Attorney General Browne tt. I was just saying that in connection 
with our study of filling these 60 or more vacancies on the Federal 
bench, we had found a substantis al number of able attorneys, especially 
in the younger and middle-aged level, who are ideally qualified to be 
Federal judges but they found that they could not take care of their 
families and pay their living expenses on the present salaries. 

In this way, Government has suffered a great loss. There is no 
doubt that membership on the Federal judiciary is a great honor, but 
that is not enough. If we are to get men of the highest qualific ations, 
to induce them to accept these lifetime positions, we must pay them 
adequate compensation. The present compensation, in our best judg- 
ment, is entirely inadequate. 

We are fortified in this belief by the close attention we gave to the 
work and studies of the special commission which was appointed by 
the Congress, headed by a distinguished attorney from Philadelphia. 
Mr. Bernard Segal. It had representatives from every segment of 
American life, and they came to exactly the same conclusion that I 
have just mentioned. It is impossible to attract the finest type of men 
to the Federal bench at the present salaries. It is unfair to ask them 
to take that cut in their living standards, and in fact, they found that 
there is a danger that many “of our ablest judges will not be able to 
continue on the bench because their savings are gradually used up, and 
they just cannot afford to continue any longer. 

In my home district of New York, we have had one or two rather 
striking instances of that in the past several years, when some of our 
ablest judges had to retire and go back to private practice of the law 
because they could not afford to stay on the bench. 

The Cuatrman. Could I interrupt for a question. You have prac- 
ticed in New York City. My recollection is that you have courts up 
there with limited jurisdiction- —limited to $1,000, I believe it is— 
and those judges get $25,000 a year on that State court as compared to 
$15,000 for a United State district judge with unlimited jurisdiction. 

Attorney General Brownetit. Almost all of our New York State 
judges, including municipal court judges, get more than our Federal 
district judges. It is a shocking sitaution, really, and it is perhaps 
more dramatically shown there than any other place i in the country, 
but. there are other instances which could be just as bad in other 
metropolitan areas. 

Senator Kerauver. While you have been interrupted, would you 
give us the salary schedule, roughly, for judges in the State of New 
Y ork, Mr. Attorney General ? 

Attorney General Brownexu. I do not have that at my fingertips, 
but I think some of the commission members have that. I believe the 
commission can furnish that information. 

Mr. Bernarp G. Secau (Chairman, Commission on Judicial and 
Congressional Salaries). I could give that to you, sir. It is in our 
report, and it shows that the chief judge of the Court of Appeals of 
New York receives a salary of $35,000, with an additional $5,000 for 
expenses. The associate judges of the Court of Appeals of New York 
receive $32,500, plus $5,000 for expenses. The judges of the Su- 
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preme Court of New York, which, of course, is a trial court, receive 
in New York City a salary ‘of $3 30,000 a year, and the Attorney Gen- 
eral has already referred to the munic ipal court. 

The Cuarrman. The supreme court in New York corresponds to 
what in many jurisdictions the States would call the circuit court. It 
is a court of really primary jurisdiction, in cases above the jurisdiction 
of limited courts. 

Mr. Seca. That is correct. 

Attorney General BrowNeLu. Even some of the judges with limited 
jurisdicition courts receive more than the Federal district judges at 
the present time. 

The Cuairman. ‘That is the point I was trying to make. 

Attorney General Browneti. There is one other point I would like 
to make at this particular time. It is that this $15,000 salary which 
the Federal district judges get now was established a considerable time 
ago. I think the commission has computed that if you take off the 
Federal taxes and allow for inflation, they are really being paid 
$6,000 today in 1939 dollars. So that since 1939, their compensation 
has been cut, you might say, from $15,000 to $6,000. 

I do not know of. any more dramatic w ay ‘to show the need for at 
least restoring them to the same relative position, relative to the cost 
of living, than those figures would indicate. 

I would also like to mention, on behalf of the administration, that 
we are strongly in favor of increasing the salaries of the Members 
of Congress. The same general arguments which I have given in the 
case of the Federal judges would apply to the compens: ition of Mem- 
bers of Congress. They, too, have had to bear the inflation which 
others in the population have had, and their relative salaries now in 
relation to what they were 15 years ago have decreased tremendously. 
Congress Members, we also realize, have special costs and expenses of 
living that others do not have. Very often they have to maintain 2 
homes, 1 at home and 1 here in the city of Washington, where 
the cost of living is not exactly low. The result is that I think we 
have been very lucky to maintain the caliber of men that we have had 
in both Houses of Congress, when you consider the inadequate income 
which is given to them by the Federal Government at the present 
time. 

So this morning I speak not only in favor of fair and adequate 
salaries for members of the Federal judiciary, but also for the Mem- 
bers of Congress. 

If you ask exactly what rate we would recommend for the new 
salary schedule, of course I realize that is a matter entirely for this 
committee and the Members of the Congress to decide. But I have 
been very favorably impressed with the recommendations which were 
made by the Segal commission. They went into this with great care, 
and as I say, took soundings from all parts of the country, and from 
persons engaged in commerce and industry, labor leaders, leaders in 
agriculture, and professions, and there was a remarkably unanimous 
result reached that the present cost of living indicated an increase of 
at least $10,000 right along the line. Generally speaking, I am in 
favor of the rate of compensation recommended to you by the joint 
commission. 

Senator Krrauver. Thank you, Mr. Brownell. 

Senator Kilgore? 
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The Cuatrman. I have no questions. 

Senator Kerauver. Senator Watkins? 

Senator Warkrns. I have no questions. 

Senator Krrauver. Counsel for this subcommittee is Mr. George 
Green. Do you have any questions, Mr. Green ? 

Mr. Green. I have no questions at this time. 

Senator Kerauver. Senator Daniel? 

Senator Danirx. I have no questions. 

Senator Krerauver. Senator Dirksen, do you wish to ask any ques- 
tions ¢ 

Senator Dirksen. I do not think so, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Warxins. I might ask one question. 

Are you aware of the fact, Mr. Attorney General, that in quite a 
number of States, the salaries are very much lower than the Federal 
judges’ salaries ? 

Attorney General BrowneLu. The State court judges; yes. That 
is true in some States. 

Senator Warxrns. It is true in my State, and it is true in other 
States. I remember when I was district judge, I served for $4,000 
a year. It is almost impossible to believe that that would have been 
the salary. Judge Stephens served in the same State at $4,000 a year 
at one time. 

Attorney General Browne tt. I think by and large, where you a 
that kind of a community, you find that the Federal judge has extr: 
expenses by reason of the fact he has to travel around quite a bit. 
There is good reason for that. 

Senator Watkins. I have no quarrel with the Commission’s report 
here, but I wanted to point out to you that many people in the United 
States are not educated to this type of thing, and that is where we get 
the opposition from. 

Attorney General Brownext. I think it is fair to say, however, 
Senator, that the opinion in all sections of the country has been over- 
whelmingly in favor of these increases. The Commission made a very 
careful survey of the reaction of the press around the country to its 
recommendation when it came out, and almost without exception it 
was enthusiastic support. 

Senator Warkrns. I favor an increase, but I just wanted to point 
this situation out to you. 

I might point out that a former Senator from Utah, the late Senator 
Reed Smoot, as I remember, first held office at a salary of $7,500 a year. 
I checked that to see how that would compare with the present sal- 
aries we get, and it was actually much better for him at that time than 
the salaries we now receive are for us. 

The Cuarrman. I have a question. Under the present much ae 
flexible system with which Federal judges can be assigned, the Federal 
judge living in what we might call a low-cost area, “where his salary 
would be adequi ite, can be sent to hold court, even for weeks some- 
times, in a very high-cost area. His expense allowance being very 
limited, he must draw on his personal income. 

Attorney General Brownety. That is a good point, and very, very 
true. 

The Cuatrman. I know that two of the judges in my State are fre- 
quently sent to New York and Washington and other places along the 
eastern seaboard, to hold court, for sometimes 2 weeks at a time. 
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Attorney General Browne.y. They lose money every day they are 
there. 

The CHarrman. That is right. 

Senator Warxins. That is true with Senators and Congressmen 
when they have been forced to go out and hold hearings. At one time 
we were holding hearings in “Seattle, Wash., and our rooms were 
costing us $7.50 a day, and we were allowed $6 a day for all expenses 
except. transportation. 

Attorney General Browneti. It applies also to the Attorney 
General. 

Senator Warxins. The public is not educated to the need for 
increases. 

Senator Kerauver. Mr. Attorney General, this increase to a fair 
amount was recommended by the Screg in his last state of the 
Union message. 

Attorney General Browne.u. That is correct. 

Senator Keravver. Are you in a position to testify, or should this 
= by someone else, as to the amount of money the increases proposed 

hy the Commission would cost yearly ? 

Mr. Segal, will that be part of your testimony later on? 

Mr. Seear.. Ican give that to you exactly, Senator. 

Senator Kreravver. Mr. Brownell, do you have anything further? 

Attorney General Browne ti. I think Mr. Segal has it more in 
detail than I have. 

Senator Keravver. It would be a very small amount. 

Attorney General BrowneLi. Yes; compared to the running costs 
or just the bare operating costs of the Government, let alone the entire 
Federal budget. 

Senator Kerauver. Your feeling is that it is not only fair and just 
for the judiciary but, in order to keep up the standard that we want in 
America for our judiciary, this is necessary. 

Attorney General Browne. That is my opinion. 

Senator Kerauver. And of course I know you admit that we have 
the best Congress now that we possibly could have, but you think that 
they should be treated more favorably, too. 

Attorney General Browne tt. I do. 

Senator Kerauver. Thank you very much. 

Senator Daniet. Do you admit all of that? 

Attorney General Brownetu. I admit there are some very fine men 
in it. 

Senator Warkins. I was going to ask about Cabinet members. 
Should we include them in this increase ? 

Attorney General Brownetu. I would not speak for that this morn- 
ing, but I do know that in the House bills on this general subject, 
there is reference made to paying an adequate compensation to the 
United States attorneys. You will remember that this committee and 
the Appropriations Committee during the past 2 years did increase 
those salaries in the appropriations bill, so that it is not a permanent 
matter. I think you might want to give consideration in this bill to 
making that new rate permanent. The amount suggested in the House 
bill is from $12,000 to $20 ,000, a schedule of that kind. 

Of course, that would necessitate, I assume, if you do that, that 
the Assistant Attorneys General, the Deputy and the Solicitor Gen- 
eral, would also be raised pro rata, so that their salaries would be 
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somewhat more than that of the United States attorneys, whose 
activities they supervise. But I do call that to the attention of this 
committee, that it is part of the overall problems of getting the best 
possible law-enforcement program and standards on the books. The 
need for that is just as crying as the need for judicial and congres- 
sional salary adjustments which we have already discussed here this 
morning. 

Senator Krrauver. Thank you very much, Mr. Brownell. 

I think we will digress from our regular schedule at this time to have 
«a word, if he would make a statement, from the Senator from Illinois, 
Mr. Dirksen, who in the 83d Congress, filed the bill which became 
Public Law 220 of the 83d Congress for the creation of the Commis- 
sion on Judicial and Congressional Salaries. 

If you would review briefly the background of that legislation, and 
the appointments, and what happened to the proposal in the last 
session, I think it would be proper at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EVERETT McKINLEY DIRKSEN, A UNITED 
STATES SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 


Senator Dirksen. Mr. Chairman, cs IT wish to extend a compli- 
ment and congratulate Judge Segal. I did not have an opportunity 
to do so until now, but I think the Commission over which he pre- 
sided did an excellent job. I think the country should be grateful for 
the services you rendered. 

This whole question, Mr. Chairman, of congressional salaries par- 
ticularly, impressed itself on me long ago. I will be very frank 
about it. I came in 1932 to the House, and after I had been here 
several terms I noticed first of all great timidity on the part of 
Members of Congress in dealing with “emoluments and remuneration 
for themselves. 

Secondly, I noticed that one of their first chores was to do all that 
was necessary to get themselves reelected—and I speak very imper- 
sonally, because I was no different from anybody else. That trans- 
lated itself, of course, into terms of a lack of independence that I 
noted from time to time, and often Members would trim on certain 
votes, depending on whether or not it was going to have an adverse 
political repercussion back home. Again I ‘speak very impersonally, 
and I put myself in the same class. 

But even in that early day, I began to wonder some about what 
could be done about developing a greater sense of independence in 
Congress; and, secondly, what could be done about adequate remu- 
neration. 

I have seen some very distressing cases. Those from Philadelphia 
would know, if I mentioned the name, but I remember a Member of 
Congress who was advanced in years, who told me after he had been 
here a long time, and I had been here a short time, that he was 
spending far beyond his income. And I lived to see the day, notwith- 
sti anding the fact that I thought he was a man of independent means, 
that he came back to seek a $250 cler kship because he was broke. 

I saw another Pennsylvania Congressman who owned a fine home, 
and who had a fair amount of common stock and some cash in the 
bank, return to Washington and come to see me and say, “Ever ett, is 
it possible to get a little - minority clerkship paying $250 a month?’ 


iia 
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I suppose those can be multiplied, but I mention them, Mr. Chair- 
man, because all that glitters is not gold, and there are Members who 
are up against difficulties. 

So taking this thing in the large, I began to do a little research, 
wondering what could be done. Then came 1946, and I was put on 
the Joint Committee on Legislative Reorganization, consisting of 6 
Members of the House of Representatives and 6 Members of the Senate. 
Senator LaFollette finally became chairman, and Senator Monroney, 
then Congressman Monroney, became vice chairman. 

We brought i in the Legislative Reorganization Act, involving quite 
a number of titles, involving the streamlining of committees in the 
House and Senate. For the first time we put in a title dealing with 
retirement for Members of Congress. That is in effect today. I am 
happy, indeed, that I had a modest part in it. 

At that time there was a floor amendment, when we were considering 
it in the House of Representatives, to provide for an increase in 
salaries, and also some expense mony. As I recall, there was no ree- 
ord vote in the House. But again I was glad that the action was 
taken, because I believe, with He who wrote the Gospel long ago, that 
the laborer is worthy of his hire, whether it be in public service or 
elsewhere. 

Now Congress is in a very peculiar position about salaries. It is the 
only branch of Government that has to vote its own remuneration. 
It is rather interesting that the matter was considered in the Consti- 
tutional Convention and subsequently, as I recall, the original Bill of 
Rights contained not 10 proposals but 12. One of the 12 dealt with 
remuneration for Members of the legislative branch. Those 2 were 


not adopted, and so the Bill of Rights consisted of 10 provisions rather 
than 12 

But I recall from my research that Madison made the observation 
that it was indecent for the legislative branch to have to vote on its 
own salaries. That is the way it stands today, Mr. Chairman. The 
Congress, unhappily, has to vote on its own emoluments. So we are 
constantly up against that problem. 

I suppose it has been bantered around and discussed from one stand- 
point and another ever since that time. 

The first pay of Members of Congress was $6 a day, and they were 
not on an annual rate. I do not believe they went on an annual basis 
until 1815. That is 140 years ago. Then the annual rate of pay was 
set at $1,500. It got up to $5,000 in the last year of the Civil War. 
Then in 1871, it got up to $7,500. So it has been advanced a little 
from that time. 

But in 1946, in the Legislative Reorganization Act, we advanced it 
to $12,500, and put in a provision for $2,500 in expenses. 

I toyed with the idea and with some approach to improve it even 
more. I know the hostility there is in the country at times, and yet it 
has not bothered me greatly. I know the timidity on the part of the 
Members of the Senate and House when it comes to voting increases in 
their own salaries. I am going to be a candidate, perhaps, in 1956, 
and anybody can get a crack at me if they want to. But I go on the 
theory if I am to be voted out of office because I took some steps to 
improve the salaries of Members of the House and Senate consonant 
with the dignity of the office and the requirements of the office, then 
I would cheerfully abide the result. 
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But in finding some kind of an approach, [ thought, Why not let a 
commission explore the matter? If there are those who think that we 
ure venal and selfish about it, then why not a commission selected from 
people representative of agriculture and business and industry and 
public service? Let them make an exploration of the matter. 

It was out of those musings and speculations that I finally intro- 
duced this resolution to create a Commission on Judicial and Con- 
gressional Salaries. Part of them were to be appointed by the Chief 
Justice and some by the Vice President and some by the Speaker and 
some by the President. I think there were 28 altogether, were there 
not ? 

Mr. Sxecau. There were 18, with 9 advisory members, making 27. 

Senator Kerauver. At this point we will print in the record the 
names and addresses of the distinguished men who were appointed 
as members of this Commission. They represent all segments of our 
economy. 

(The list of members of the Commission on Judicial and Congres- 
sional Salaries follows :) 


COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL AND CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 


Chairman: Bernard G. Segal, 1719 Business and Professional—Con. 
Packard Building, Philadelphia, Pa. John E. Galvin, Lima, Ohio. 
Agriculture: Alan C. MeIntosh, Luverne, Minn- 


Edward B. Baskin, Bishopville, William A. Patterson, Chicago, Ill. 
S. C. Loyd Wright, Los Angeles, Calif. 
Edward D. Crippa, Rock Springs, Labor: 
Wyo. James B. Carey, Washington, D. C. 


Samuel R. Guard, Louisville, Ky. 
Herschel D. Newsom, Washington, 


Walter Cenerazzo, Waltham, Mass. 
Edward P. Crumbock, Philadelphia, 


D:;.C. Pa. 
Mrs. Raymond Sayre, Ackworth, David J. MeDonald, Pittsburgh, 
Iowa. Pa. 
Frank M. Shay, San Jose, Calif. David Brown Robertson, Cleveland, 
Business and Professional: Ohio 


Eugene D. Bennett, San Francisco, 
Calif. 


James P. Walsh, Cincinnati, Ohio. 


ADVISORY MEMBERS 


Senate: Executive Director: James L. Miller, 





Frank Carlson, Kansas. 
James P. Kem, Washington, D. C. 
Pat McCarran, Nevada. 
House of Representatives: 
Hardie Scott, Philadelphia, Pa. 
Harry L. Towe, Tenafly, N. J. 
Francis E. Walter, Easton, Pa. 
Judiciary : 
John Biggs, Jr., Wilmington, Del. 


William M. Byrne, Los Angeles, 
Calif. 

Harold M. Stephens, Washington, 
D..0 


General Counsel: Charles S. Rhyne, 726 


Jackson Place NW., Washington 6, 
D. G; 


Indianapolis, Ind. 
Public information : 
Joseph P. McLaughlin, director. 
Anthony F. Merrill, editor. 
Assistant General Counsel: J. Edgar 
Snider, Washington, D. C. 
Assistants to the General Counsel : 
Leonard J. Kassel, William J. La- 
mont, Henry C. Lawton, Melvin 
Winson, Washington, D. C. 
Assistant Executive Director: Harlan 
L. Kays, Jr., Princeton, Ind. 


Senator Dirksen. The commission was representative of the whole 


country and of all of the interests in the country. 


Labor was well 


represented, and likewise business, and likewise agriculture, and like- 


wise public servants. 
seventy-odd witnesses appeared. 


They took testimony, and as I recall, some 
There were very few who testified 


in opposition to the salary increases. 
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Mr. Sreau. Only three Congressmen, Senator. 

Senator Dirksen. Why they so testified, I do not know. Perhaps 

I do know, but perhaps it would be unfair for me to comment upon 
whatever their views and conclusions may be. But in addition to 
that, some 10,000 questionnaires were sent out to daily and weekly 
newspapers and publications all over the country, to get a reflection 
of their point of view. 

[ think the Commission has done a superb and commendable job. 
Finally they made their recommendations, and from here on out it is 
now the 1 responsibility of Congress under law either to endorse those 
recommendations or endorse them in part and take action, because we 
are right back where we started. While we have the benefit of 
commission and the benefit of views expressed by many people in 
many sections of the country, we still have the responsibility of voting 
on our own pay. Since the Founding Fathers left it there, I very 
cheerfully accept that responsibility, because it cannot be escaped. 

Not only has the Segal Commission made a finding, Mr. Chairman, 
but the Hoover Commission made recommendations on this point on 
a number of occasions. The President has included it in his state of 
the Union message. I have examined editorials from all over the 
country, and I think now is the time, without any delay, for the 
Congress to come to grips with realities and do something about 
judicial and congressional salaries. 

Some years ago, somebody coined this rather entrancing term, 
“take-home pay.” Well, “take-home pay” applies to people in public 
service no less than it does to the man who works in the mine or mill 
or smelter or the person who works in a store or in a shop. As we 
so well know, the cost of living and the requirements of this office, 
and the direct and indirect taxes on this office in the form of enter- 
tainment and all of the expenses that go with it, have increased year 
by year. Somebody made a little alculation of it and took’ the 
$7,500 base a good many years ago and determined it against what 
the remuneration is today; and ‘frankly, the take-home pay today 
for Members of the House and Senate is much less than it was in the 
days when the salary was only $7,500. 

So if they want to put it on that ground, then well and good. 1 
am glad to put it on that ground. I am glad to consider it from 
that st: indpoint. 

While I am about it. Mr. Chairman, I do want to emphasize one 
thing. I still get letters from people on occasion who think that 
Members of the House and Senate pay no income taxes on their 
salary. Well, I take a look at the little sheet that comes with my pay 
chec k every month, and I multiply it by 12, and I notice that the 
Finance Office of the Senate deducts $2,105 from my pay before I 
get it. I want the country to know that we pay income taxes on our 
salar y at. the same rate that every citizen pays income tax. 

The Ciaran. Could I interject a question at that point ? 

Incidentally, if you live in a State which has a State income tax, 
you pay it there in a lot of cases. 

Senator Dirksen. That is correct. Those who live in States which 
have State income taxes pay a State income tax, and in some States 
I understand it is as much as $1,000 on a Senator’s or Congressman’s 
salary. 


HTR14-——55 2 
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So I emphatically make the point that we pay taxes like every 
other person. 

I make the second point, as I read letters which are a little tart 
and testy at times about the retirement system for Members of Con- 
gress, that we buy our retirement. It is 214 percent, or it is 6 percent 
now. I was thinking of the formula for calculating it. It is 6 per- 
cent, and if you elect to take retirement, another 6 percent is taken 
out of your salary every month. So at 6 percent times the gross 
salary, anybody can calculate the number of hundreds of dollars that 
are taken out of your salary every year to buy the retirement for the 
time some day when, by the sufferance of the people or through the 
hand of the grim reaper, a person is no longer here. 

But I think there have been some misapprehensions in the country 
as to whether we pay taxes and as to whether we pay substantially 
to buy our annuities, and I believe those misimpressions must be dis- 
abused. It is an unhappy situation for the legislative branch to be 
in, to have our citizenry feel that we are at the receiving end of many 
emoluments which just come like the gentle rain from heaven. After 
all, they are on a realistic basis, and “they are no different from the 
treatment that is accorded to every civil servant on the public payroll. 
So we are in that situation. 

The Cuairman. Could I interrupt for another question. Do you 
ever run into the fact that the constituents feel that we get bundles 
of Army and Navy football tickets? Have you run into that? 

Senator Dirksen. Yes. 

The CuHarrman. And that we get paid 20 cents a mile every time we 
go back home to make a speech? Have you ever run into that? 

Senator Dirksen. I recall that when we had the Legislative Re- 
organization Act on the floor in the House in 1946, and the country 
first became aware of the fact that there was a retirement proposal 
and there was an increase of salaries proposed, we became the re- 
cipients of “Bundles for Congress.” Why, I received all kinds of 
things from all over the country. I accepted it in good grac ‘e, and it 
did not bother me a bit. As I have said over and over again, when 
some of my more timid colleagues came and asked, “Will you come and 
campaign with me; I think they are going to make an issue of it,” I 
said “I will come over and campaign “for you. But if you had gone 
home and told your people in the first instance that, as the Scripture 
recites, the laborer is worthy of his hire, and make it clear to them, you 
would never have any trouble on that issue.” 

I think, Judge Segal, that is why there has been such a wealth of 
editorial comment in every section of the country that it is about high 
time the Congress deals realistically and courageously with this ques- 
tion of its own salary, and does the same thing for those who grace the 
Federal bench. 

There is no purpose, Mr. Chairman, in my trespassing upon the 
time and grace of this committee by 1 reciting all of the factors—the 
cost of campaigning, which is a cost to them, is great. If you are 
lucky enough to live in a State where you can pick up a little campaign 
money now and then, that eases the load somewhat. But there is a 
very substantial burden upon people as they seek public office. 
Whether or not they can find funds enough to do it without taxing 
their own resources is a question. But I know one Member of the 
United States Senate who was elected in 1954, who virtually expended 
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everything he had in a statewide election to gain a seat in the Senate. 
It is not alle sasy. It is not all beer and skittles, as they say. 

1 do not.know what different Members pay for their apartment 
space in Washington. I know what I pay. I know how much more 
I pay than I did when I first came here. I know that living costs 
are up. I know all of the demands that are made on Members of the 
House and Senate to entertain constituents from time totime. I know 
the number of trips you make back home, where you pay for transpor- 
tation out of your own pocket. 

On occasion there are honorariums. I know we have been criti- 
cized rather caustically at times for accepting honorariums for going 
abroad to make speeches. But I know the number of speeches I have 
made in charitable causes, and to help churches raise money or to liqui- 
date the mortage, for which you cheerfully pay the cost out of your 
own pocket. At the end of the year, it becomes a very substantial sum. 

So when you put it all together, Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that 
there is every argument on the side of an increase in salaries. I do not 
pretend here this morning to say what it shall be. The Segal Com- 
mission representatives recommended § $25,700. There were some who 
though it might be $20,000. There was a figure of $22,500. And as I 
recall, a bill was introduced in the Judiciary Committee of the House 
which set the level of congressional salaries at $22,500. There were 
others who thought it might be $25,000. But I prefer to leave that 
judgment, for the moment within the wisdom of this committee. 

My main purpose in appearing here this morning is to pick up just 
a little of the historical bac ‘ground to indicate what the genesis was 
of the Commission for an increase in salaries, and to leave the rest in 
the lap of this good committee. 

I thank you. 

Senator Kerauver. We appreciate very much your splendid state- 
ment, Senator Dirksen. It will be very he ‘Ipful to the committee and 
to those present, and I think also in giving the public a more full 
understanding of this issue. 

We would be glad if you would remain with us as long as you can, 
and participate in the questioning if you care to. 

Senator Dirksen. The work always dogs me, but I express only one 
other hope. Since the matter has been languishing quite a long time, 
and action has been deferred from one session to another, I trust. there 
will be no undue delay in favorable action by this subcommittee so 
that it can be reported to the full committee: and I trust our very 
genial and distinguished chairman will see fit to put it on the agenda 
of the full committee at an early date so it can be reported to the 
floor of the Senate and brought up, in the wisdom of the leadership, 
without any delay whatsoever. 


Senator Kerauver. Thank you. 


Our next witness is the Honorable Loyd Wright, president of the 
American Bar Association. 


Mr. Wright, will you come over here, please, sir. 


STATEMENT OF LOYD WRIGHT, PRESIDENT OF THE AMERICAN 
BAR ASSOCIATION, LOS ANGELES, CALIF. 


Senator Kerauver. Mr. Wright, we appreciate your coming here 
this morning and giving us the benefit of your views as president of 
the American Bar Associ lation. 
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Your home is in Los Angeles, Calif. ? 

Mr. WricutT. Yes, sir. 

Senator Keracver. Are you the current president of the American 
Bar Association / 

Mr. Wricurt. I am, yes, sir. 

Senator Keravver. Do you wish to make any preliminary statement 
about yourself, and about the committee of the American Bar Asso- 
ciation, before bezinning your testimony ? 

Mr. Wrieur. | would like to make this preliminary statement, if 
Imay. I had the honor of serving on the Commission before I became 
president of the American Bar Association. I will endeavor, since our 
distinguished Chairman of the Commission is here and will cover the 
Commission’s work, to devote myself wholly to the viewpoint of the 
American Bar Association. 

As you say, [am from Los Angeles. I was formerly just a country 
lad, but we have grown up out there, unfortunately. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, the American Bar Association has been inter- 
ested for years in an effort to cure what it has considered an injustice 
and inequality in the ix prt of the Congress and the Federal 
judiciary. The house of delegates, which is the body which -deter- 
mines policy, unanimously adopted the Commission’s report. That 
was at the midwinter meeting last year. 

We have had many committees throughout the Nation, trying to 
render a public service, to investigate and urge on the Congress “the 
absolute necessity not only of f: lirly treating itself, but of fairly treat - 
ing the judiciary. 

We can no longer keep many of our most able judges and Congress- 
men unless we pay them somewhat commensurate with what they can 
get outside. It was the thought of the American Bar Association that 
the Commission, having gone into the matter thoroughly and having 
heard the evidence, had come forth with the best possible solution of 
figures that were fair and adequate under the circumstances. 

History will show that about once every 20 years. the Congress 
undertakes to adjust compensation. Consequently, the impact of 
some will be a little high when each 20 years this is done, but you are 
always behind, and greatly behind. 

We feel that that is not good government, if I may use the word, 
Mr. Chairman. We would like to see our good judges maintained, and 
we would like to pay them what they are entitled to be paid, and we 
would like to see the Congress paid what they should receive. 

I have traveled quite a bit over the Nation in my duties as president 
of the American Bar Association. I have not snclanierel: gentle- 
men, any opposition that is organized, to the proposal of the Com- 
mission. To the best of my knowledge, there is not a bar association 
in the Nation which has voted against it. Mr. Mitchell will subse- 
quently disclose the vast number of associations which have voted 
for it. 

The only question that has arisen at all is that occasionally there 
are a few individuals who raise the point that the Senator from Utah 
has raised—that it might be out of balance. But I remind you that 
the industrial revolution is sweeping westward, and that the areas out 
West are fast becoming industrialized. If it takes 20 years longer to 
adjust again, you will be as much out of kilter as von are now in the 
metropolitan areas such as New York, 
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I have seen, gentlemen, property in the desert of California ap- 
praised in 1933 at $10 an acre, and appraised in 1945 at $50 an acre, 
and appraised in 1954 at $1,000 an acre 

I cite that, not because it is C alifornia, but because it is typical of 
the enhancement of values throughout the Nation. 

So it is our hope and it is our earnest request that you consfder fav- 
orably the recommendation of the Commission. Just as the Com- 
mission’s action was unanimous, so was the action of the American 
Bar Association. 

call your attention also to the fact that we represent all sections of 
the United States, and we have as many of the lawyers from small 
communities as we have from large, so that certainly if there was any 
deep-dyed feeling in the hearts of the profession that either there 
should not be an increase or that the amount was too high, we would 
have heard in our house of delegates. 

If there are any questions, | would be happy to answer any that I 
can. 

I am also interested, as are all of the lawyers, that the Senate bill 
include a provision for the Attorney General and the United States 
attorneys. For some reason, none of the Senate bills do, but I be- 
lieve all of the House bills do. Our position on that, Senator Kilgore, 
is the same as it is on your bill. Weare very much in favor of Senator 
Kilgore’s bill, and we hope, Mr. Chairman, that the amount will not 
be reduced. 

Senator Kerauver. Thank you very much, Mr. Wright. 

Are there any questions? Senator Kilgore? 

The Cuarrman. I would like to ask you a question along that line. 
I do not know, except in my own State, on the question of district 
attorneys. I know that when the administration changed in 1953, 
there was literally a scramble by my two district attorneys and all 
of their assistants to get out and get replaced, although the district 
attorney had additional time yet on his 4- year term. But he promptly 
tendered his resignation, because he wanted to get back into private 
practice. He said he could not live on his salary. That occurred in 
the case of both district attorneys in West Virginia. Incidentally, in 
the case of the assistants, also. I believe they lad considerable 
trouble in persuading men to take those appointments, that is, capable 
men. 

I am just wondering if that is a general thing in regard to district 
attorneys. 

Mr. Wricut. Yes; that is general. Ido not think there is a district 
in the whole Nation but what, in the changeover, had difficulty in 
obtaining what they considered competent men. I know that per- 
sonally, in many instances, I was requested to talk to men, younger 
men particular ly, and try to prevail upon them to go into the service. 
And I think it is a disgrace. 

Senator Warxrys. You understand now that the district attor neys 
and assistant district attorneys are required to give up any private 
practice. At one time they were allowed to have private practice in 
addition. I believe that was the reason we were able to get men to 
go into the service in other years at the low salaries, because they could 
practice on the side andsupplement their income inthat manner. But 
now you cannot do it 
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I know in Utah we had a difficult time obtaining assistant district 
attorneys of the type and kind that we wanted for that service. 
I think the district attorneys spent better than a month trying to find 
attorneys who would take those jobs at the salaries which were offered. 

Mr. Wricur. I know in Los Angeles we are not filled yet, Senator 
Watkins. We are having diffic ulty. But I will also say that I think 
without exception the American lawyer is very happy that the district 
attorney can no longer practice on the side, because we do not think 
that is constructive. We think he should practice for the people and 
not for individuals. 

The Carman. In fact, he might find it embarrasing, particularly 
if he is a member of a law firm. 

Senator Warkrns. I agree fully with you on that. I think they 
should be out of private practice. But you cannot expect them to 
give up a private practice that is providing more compensation than 
they are being offered to take these other jobs. 

Mr. Wricut. I know of no reason why any public servant is not 
worthy of his hire, whether he be a lawyer, a Senator, or Congress- 
man, or a judge. I firmly believe that the American people will 
respect the Congress if the Congress would pay commensurate com- 
pensation. 

The CHatrman. May I say, by way of explanation, that the bill 
which I introduced was completely and totally based on the report. 
I drafted a bill to fit exactly the report of the Commission, and that 
is why nothing else went into that bill. 

Mr. Wricut. We had no jurisdiction in the Commission on that 
matter. I am appreciative of that, and I am sure that you gentle- 
men will look at the list of those who composed the Commission 
and will realize that there was not a single exception, excepting 
perhaps two, who questioned a slight degree the amount. I think 
it is a remarkable accord. 

Senator KrFravuver. Senator Daniel? 

Senator Dante. I have no question. 

Senator Keravver. We are very grateful to you, Mr. Wright, for 
coming here. 

Mr. Green, the counsel for the subcommittee, has a question he 
wishes to em 

Mr. Green. I have just one question. Has there, from any source 
that you might know of, been any organized opposition to the recom- 
mendations of the commission 4 

Mr. Wricur. No, sir, none whatever. 

Senator Krravuver. Mr. Morris Mitchell, chairman of the commit- 
tee of judicial selection, tenure, and compensation, of the American 
Bar Association, will be the next witness. 

Mr. Mitchell, we are glad to have you testify before our committee. 


STATEMENT OF MORRIS MITCHELL, CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE 
OF JUDICIAL SELECTION, TENURE, AND COMPENSATION, AMERI- 
CAN BAR ASSOCIATION, MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 


Senator Keravuver. Mr. Mitchell, you are a practicing lawyer in 
Minneapolis, are you not ? 

Mr. MircHetn. Yes, I might say, Mr. Chairman, that my main 
purpose in appearing bere this morning is to leave with your commit- 
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tee some documents which our American Bar committee has prepared. 

I wish to report to you some of the actions which the American 
Bar Association has taken on this matter. It has been referred to 
briefly. 

Last year the house of delegates, which is the governing body of 
the American Bar Association, approved the salary increases of the 
judicial and legislative branches of the Government. as recommended 
by the report of the commission on judicial and congressional salaries, 
known as the Segal commission. 

I assume you have access to the printed testimony and the docu- 
ments introduced at the hearing, both before the subcommittee of the 
Senate at the last session, and also before the judicial and congressional 
salary hearings. I understand that the able and distinguished chair- 
man of that commission, Mr. Bernard Segal, will follow me and will 
report in detail, so I will not refer to matters which are covered in 
either of these two reports. 

I do want to file these several sets of documents. The first of these 
is a condensed summary of the report of the Segal commission, which 
was prepared by our ¢ ommittee for general distribution, in order that 
people inte! vested i in this subject might have in condensed and readable 
form the main points of this exc ellent commission report. We sent 
about 60,000 copies of that out to our various State chairmen for 
distribution in their communities, so that the people of the country 
might know what was in this very excellent report. 

Senator Kerauver. That will be filed as exhibit 1, Mr. Mitchell. 

(The document referred to was marked “Exhibit 1” and appears 
in the appendix. ) 

Mr. Mrrcnetx. The second is a reprint of an article in the American 
Bar Association Journal, entitled “The Judicial Salary Crisis,” which 
presents certain facts relating to the need for increased salaries for 
our judges, and also the cost of these increased salaries. 

Senator Keravver. That will be filed as exhibit No. 2. This is an 
article of the American Bar Association Journal of March 1953, 
written by the witness, Morris B. Mitchell. 

(The document referred to was marked “Exhibit 2” and appears 
in the appendix.) 

Mr. Mircneis.. The third of these documents is a list of 50 State 
and local bar associations throughout America which have adopted 
resolutions approving increases in congressional and judicial salaries, 
either as proposed in 8. 1663 of the 83d C ongress, or in the report 
of the Segal commission. Copies of these resolutions are attached, 
and the original certified copies of most of these resolutions were filed 
with the Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries. Some 
of them have come in since that time, so there are some resolutions 
there which were not filed with the Commission. 

Senator Krravver. Without objection, these resolutions of the 
various bar associations will be made a part of the appendix of the 
record. 

(The resolutions referred to are marked “Exhibit No. 3,” filed with 
the committee and made a part of the appendix of the record.) 

Mr. Mrrcnety. I think, Mr. Chairman, in filing these resolutions, 
I should state the reason why the State bar assoc iations and the local 
bar associations are so strongly in favor of these proposed salary 
increases is that the lawyers | of America feel that it is extremely 
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important in these critical times to get and keep the ablest men avail- 
able in these two branches of our Federal Government. In order to 
get and keep such men, they must be paid salaries commensurate with 
the high responsibility of these offices and with the increased cost of 
living. 

The fourth of these documents consists of a set of reprints of 244 
editorials from newspapers and magazines in all areas of the country, 
and of all political affiliations. All of these editorials strongly 
approve the proposed salary increases, and urge Congress to enact 
legislation granting such increases. Copies of the first 91 pages of 
these reprints were sent to the Members of the 83d Congress. 

Since that time there have been additional editorials, reprints of 
which are included in this set of editorials. 

(The document referred to was marked “Exhibit No. 4,” filed with 
the committee, and made a part of the appendix of the record.) 

Mr. Mircuetit. Now I want to state briefly some of the points 
which are made in these recent editorials which were not included 
in the editorials filed with the 83d Congress. 

No. 1 was that the United States Government is the biggest and 
most important business in America today. Those who man its key 
positions have responsibilities and duties which in private business 
command much larger salaries. Congress is responsible for spending 
upward of $100 billion a year, and must make decisions which affect 
the lives of 160 million people. Federal judges must assume respon- 
sibilities almost as great. 

Senators and Congressmen maintain two residences, have the fate 
of the Nation in their hands, must work longer hours than most 
other people, and yet they receive salaries which force those with 
no independent income to engage in a private business or profession 
on the side. 

The net cost of increases proposed by the Commission on Con- 
gressional and Judicial Salaries would be less than one one-hundredth 
of 1 percent of the Federal budget, and would cost the country only 
3.4 cents per capita. 

The present salaries tend to limit membership in Congress to per- 
sons of independent wealth or outside earnings. 

Government workers have been given five increases since Federal 
judges and Members of Congress received their last salary increase. 

Many Federal judges have made important financial sacrifices in 
assuming their positions, and could have earned several times their 
pay by continuing in practice. 

Reference was made by Senator Watkins to the State judicial 
salaries. It happens to be my job in the American Bar committee 
on judicial compensation to keep track of the State salaries. During 
the last biennial session on the State legislatures, there were very 
substantial numbers of State legislatures, particularly in the West, 
which granted substantial increases to their State Judges, and I 
understand that a number or a great many other States are planning 
to do that this year. I think many of these States realize that their 
own State judges cannot live on their salaries, and I think you will 
find that in many States, and perhaps in most States, there are moves 
on foot to give the State judges more adequate compensation. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to file these papers. That happens 
to be 1 of only 2 copies I have, but we are having additional reprints 
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made which will include the recent very excellent editorial in the 

Saturday Evening Post, and we will furnish each Member of the 
Senate with a set of the omplete file of editorials. 

The Cuarrman. I move that that be printed in the record. 

Senator Kerauver. Without objection, these editorials will be 
printed in the appendix of the record, together with any others that 
you may be able to get to us, or we may have received prior to the 
printing of these hearings. 

Mr. Mrrcuety. Several letters received from Senators and Congress- 
men have indicated some embarrassment in voting to raise their own 
salaries. Senator Dirksen dealt very adequately with that this morn- 
ing. I want to supplement his statement by saying that we of the 
American Bar Association do not believe that this consideration 
should cause Congress to hesitate to take this much-needed step to 
strengthen our governmental structure. Under our democratic system 
of vovernment, “this is the only constitutional way in which congres- 
sional salaries can be raised. The President of the United States 
has recommended these increases in his state of the Union message to 
the 84th Congress. Leaders of agriculture, labor, business, and the 
professions have urged these increases, and the distinguished Com 
inission referred to this morning, composed of leading citizens from 
all walks of life, has strongly recommended them. Editorial support 
for these increases has been overwhelming. And, lastly, we feel that 
Congress should realize that in voting these increases, the main result 
of their action will be to strengthen the Government by giving the 
incumbents of these important positions, both now and for the years 
to come, salaries on which they and their families can live without the 
necessity of earning outside income. 

In closing, I want to call the attention of the subcommittee to one 
lifference between the House and the Senate bills on this subject. 
Senator Kilgore referred to it a short time ago, and I just want to 
state the position of the American Bar Association on this subject. 

S. 1663, which was unanimously recommended for passage by the 
Senate Judiciary Committee of the 83d Congress, and the bills intro- 
duced in the House by Congressman Celler and Congressman Walter 
contain provisions for increasing the salaries of United States attor- 
neys, assistant United States attorneys, the Deputy Attorney General. 
the Solicitor General, and Assistant Attorneys General. “These in- 
creases are not contained in S. 464, and the omission, as Senator Kil- 
gore said, was due to the fact that S. 464 followed the recommendations 
of the Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries, and that 
these Department of Justice salaries were outside the jurisdiction 
of that Commission and were not included in their recommendation. 

The American Bar Association has approved S. 1663, as recom- 
mended by the Senate Judiciary Committee in the 83d Congress, in- 
cluding the increase in salaries for these Department of Justice of- 
ficials. We hope that any bill which your subcommittee recommends 
for passage will include these Department of Justice increases. We. 
as lawyers, know the great difficulty which the Attorney General is 
having in getting competent men for these important positions at pres- 
ent salaries, and the great financial sacrifices which the present in- 
cumbents are making in accepting these positions. 

The amount involved is very small, and the increase of salaries 
would, we believe, greatly strengthen the Department of Justice. 
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Senator Kerauver. Senator Watkins, do you have any questions? 

Senator Warxrns. I have no questions. 

Do you have, or have there been submitted, the salary schedules 
for the various State courts of the United States? 

Senator Krrauver. They are included in the Commission’s report. 

Mr. Mircue.. They are included. 

Mr. Seca. They are contained at page 104 of the document which 
T shall ask be introduced into the record, being the record of prior 
hearings. They are also in the task force report. 

Senator Kerauver. Before you leave, you are the present chairman 
of the committee on judicial selection, tenure, and compensation, is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Mircuety. Yes. 

Senator Kerauver. How many members compose this committee of 
the American Bar Association ? 

Mr. Mitrcueti. Seven members. 

Senator Krrauver. Your committee gave full consideration to this 
whole problem and to the report of the Commission on Judicial and 
Congressional Salaries ? 

Mr. Mrrcnenn. Y es, Sir. 

Senator Krrauver. And in your independent judgment, you ap- 
prove the report of that Commission ? 

Mr. Mrrcnety. Oh, yes. We proposed a resolution to the house of 
delegates of the American Bar Association that the Commission re- 
port be approved, and it was unanimously approved by the house of 
delegates. 

Senator Kerauver. So we can understand, and so that the non- 
members of the American Bar Association may know, the house of 
delegates is the governing body of the American Bar Association? 

Mr. MitcnHey. Yes. 

Senator Krerauver. Composed of roughly how many members, Mr. 
Mitchell ? 

Mr. Mrrcnett, I think it is about 250. 

Senator Krerauver. And the members of the house of delegates 
are in turn representatives of the bar in the States from which they 
come ? 

Mr. MircHetu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Krrauver. So this action does speak for the organized bar 
association of the country ? 

Mr. Mircuetz. That is right. 

Mr. Wrieur. I might, for the record, if you wish, explain this. 
There are, by direct membership, something over 54,000 lawyers in 
the Nation. By representation, by being represented i in the house of 
delegates, we estimate that we represent an additional 100,000 to 
140,000 lawyers. 

Senator Kerauver. And every State, of course, does have repre- 
sentation on the house of delegates. 

Mr. MitcHey. Yes. 

Senator Kerauver. You gave a figure, Mr. Mitchell, as to the per- 
centage of the national budget this increase would represent. Do you 
have that readily available there? 

Mr. Mircnett. It is less than one one-hundredth of 1 percent of 
the budget. The budget, of course, is variable, but the net cost, that 
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is, after you deduct the amount which comes back in the form of taxes, 
is less than one one-hundredth of 1 percent. 

Senator Krrauver. That would be somewhere in the neighborhood 
of $7 million. 

Mr. Mircnery. Yes. 

Senator Kerauver. Which I may say, in connection with appropri- 
ations for defense purposes and other things, is a rather small amount 
when we consider those appropriations. 

Mr. Mircnecy. I might just add, Mr. Chairman, that the Hoover 
Commission recommended or went beyond its scope and so stated. 
It was supposed to recommend improvements in executive salaries, 
and they felt that the salaries of the legislative and the judicial 
branches were just as important as the executive branch, and so they 
went beyond their scope and said they felt that efficient government 
demanded increases in the legislative, judie ial and executive branches. 
The raises were granted in the executive branch, but have never been 
granted in the legisl: ative and judicial branches. 

Senator Kerauver. Yes, and I think it would be well to have that 
part of the Hoover Report included in the record. Mr. Green will 
include that. Thank you very much, Mr. Mitchell. 

(Senate Doc. No. 97, 83d € ong., 2d sess., entitled “Reports of the 
Task Forces of the Commission on Judicial and Congressional Sal- 
aries,” p. 73 thereof notes the recommendations of the Hoover Com- 
mission as follows :) 


RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE Hoover CoM MISSION 


The executive pay increase act (Public Law 359) and the Classification Act 
of 1949 reflect a policy recommended by the (Hoover) Commission on Organi- 
zation of the Executive Branch of the Government to make the salaries of the 
‘most responsible officers of the Government in some measure competitive with 
salaries in private industry, this under the view that on a long-term basis such 
a policy will promote economy and efficiency by attracting to the Government 
service on a career basis men of very substantial ability. Although the Hoover 
Commission made its recommendations primarily in respect of the executive 
branch of the Government which it Was chartered to study, it also recommended, 
for reasons which appear below, a substantial increase in the salaries of the 
major members of the judicial and legislative branches. On this subject it said: 


“RECOMMENDATION NO, 11 


“Congress should raise the present salary ceiling of $10,330 for career em- 
ployees. At the same time, it should increase legislative, judicial, and executive 
salaries at the level of Assistant Secretary or its equivalent, and above. 

“The Commission has considered confining these recommendations to the 
executive branch alone. Although aware that it is exceeding its charter, the 
Commission has concluded that to recommend any increase in salary without 
taking the total picture into consideration, would confuse rather than clarify 
an action that is essential in strengthening our whole Government structure” 
(The Personnel Management, February 1949, p. 22). 

In task force report on Federal personnel dated January 1949 (appendix A) 
prepared for the Commission, the following appears at pages 37-38: 

“The committee feels, however, that it is unrealistic to adjust the salary of 
civil-service executives without a corresponding adjustment in the salaries paid 
to elective and appointive officials.” 

The report then suggests certain increases in executive and legislative salaries 
and an increase for Supreme Court Justices from $25,000 to $35,000. Since 1949, 
the year of this recommendation, the cost of living index has risen by 13 percent. 

Robert L. L. McCormick, director of research of the Citizens Committee for 
the Hoover Report thought that the proposed increase (which presumably refers 
to that contained in the McCarran bill) was in accord with the first Hoover 
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Commission proposals. The only specific judicial salary recommended by the 
Hoover Commission was that of the Chief Justice. Mr. McCormick said a 
$10,000 increase for all judges was not unreasonable today. 


STATEMENT OF HON. BERNARD G. SEGAL, CHAIRMAN OF THE 
COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL AND CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 


Senator Krrauver. Now, Mr. Segal, we would be glad to have you 
come around and testify next. 

Judge Segal, as 1 member of the Senate and of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee, I am sure that I speak for all of us, that we want to thank you 
for the thorough manner in which your Commission and you, as Chair- 
nan, have gone into this whole problem. The record of your hear- 
ings which T have here, almost 700 pages of printed hearings, and the 
report shows that every possible bit of evidence bearing upon what 
is just for members of the judiciary and the Members of Congress has 
been secured and placed in the record by your Commission. 

[am sure you will go into that in your testimony. 

You are a practicing lawyer in Philadelphia, are you not? 

Mr. Srcau. Yes, Iam. 

Senator Keravver. And you are a former judge yourself ? 

Mr. Secau. I am former chancellor of the Philadelphia Bar. That 
is the ranking head of the organized bar of the city. At the time I 
Wits appointed, I was serving in that capacity, but my last term ended 
December 31 of 1953. 

Senator Krrauver. How long have you practiced in Philadelphia, 
Judge Segal ? 

Mr. Srean. I resigned as Deputy Attorney General in 1935, and 
have been practicing since that time. 


Senator Krrauver. Now sitting with you, Mr. Segal, is Charles: 


S. Rhyne, attorney at law in the District of Columbia, who was gen- 
eral counsel of the Commission on Judicial and Congressional 
Salaries ? 

Mr. Srcat. Yes, Senator. I may say as to that that when I became 
Chairman, as I shall develop in a moment, and began gathering a 
staff, I was quite certain that one of the keys to our success was whether 
we could select an adequate general counsel. With a Nation to choose 
from, we thought that our ‘best selection was Mr. Rhyne. I recom- 
mended that to the Commission and it was unanimously adopted. I 
may say that if any decision we made was a wise one that I would 

rank that at the top of the list. He was invaluable to the Commission. 

Senator Keravver. Mr. Segal, having had experience with Mr. 
Rhyne, and having known him during many years when I served in 
the House of Representatives and here in the Senate, I am proud to 
say we have a very high regard for Mr. Rhyne, and I certainly concur 
in your high esteem of him. 

Mr. Srear. I may say, Senator, that there is no hour of the day or 
night on which Mr. Rhyne and I have not worked together on this 
report. So that I know him when he is very energetic and I know him 
when he isa little weary. 

Senator Krravuver. Mr. Segal, do you have a prepared statement 

Mr. Seca. I do not, Senator. J did not receive word of the request 
to come here until Saturday, and en other commitments on Mon- 
day the first opportunity I had to get to it was last evening; but 
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1 think I am sufficiently familiar to be able extemporaneously to 
touch the highlights. If the subcommittee should desire a prepared 
statement, I shall be ver y glad to submit one. 

Senator Kerauver. That is all right. Will you just give us your 
testimony ? 

Public Law 220 was passed setting up this Commission on August 
7, 1953? 

Mr. Secau. Yes. 

Senator Krerauver. And how were you, as Chairman of the Com- 
mission, selected ? 

Mr. Seca. President Eisenhower appointed me on November 23, 
1953. There was some delay in appointing the Commission due to 
the regrettable and untimely death of Chief Justice Vinson. Justice 
Black, who was the ranking Justice, felt that if an appointment of a 
new Chief Justice were to be made reasonably soon, he ought to defer 
the appointments of the six members for whom the Chief Justice 
would be responsible until that time. That delayed all of the : appoint - 
ments until Chief Justice Warren made his on November 2: 

Senator Kerauver. So you were appointed by the Fran. Will 
you go on with your own statement, please ? 

Mr. Secat. Thank you, Senator. 

First I should like to thank you, sir, and the members of the sub- 
committee for affording me this opportunity to present to you the 
v lewpoint of the Commission, and to summarize briefly the work of 
the Commission, the way we went about our task and the material 
we gathered, and what we have gleaned of the tiene of the Nation 
both in large metropolitan communities and in the small rural areas, 
of which Senator Watkins has spoken. 

As you know, the Commission was created under the public law, 
to which you have referred, of the 83d Congress. That provided that 
the appointments should be made as follows: 6 by the President of 
the United States; 6 by the Chief Justice; 3 by the Vice President 
in a capacity as President of the Senate; and 53 by the Speaker. 

‘ach of the appointing powers was required to appoint one-third 
of thes number of individuals for whom he was responsible from among 
leaders in organized labor. I think the act said in labor. One- 
third was from among the leaders of agriculture, and the other third 
from among the leaders in business and peocenere Then the act 
provided that the President should appoint 3 justices or judges as 
advisory but nonvoting members; that the Vice President should 
appoint 3 Members of the Senate, either of the 82d or 83d Congress, 
as advisory but nonvoting members : and that the Speaker should 
appoint 3 Members of the House from those respective Congresses. 

The composition of the Commission was about as thoroughly repre- 
sentative, if I may say so, sir, of a cross section of the Nation among 
the groups mentioned as I have ever known. They came from across 
the country. Interestingly enough, since mention was made of New 
York, there was no representative from New York. But they came 
from States like lowa and Kentucky; Minnesota, Wyoming; and they 
came from States like Ohio and Pennsylvania; and they came from 

California and so on through the country. The Commission repre- 
sented individuals from 16 different States. 

When we first began our task, one of the things which pressed 
hard upon us was the element of time. For the act of Congress 
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had provided that our report should be submitted on January 15 
of 1954. The final members of the Commission were appointed on 
November 23. We, of course, had very little time. I think a notable 
fact is that although when I was appointed on November 23 I decided 
that what I had better do was consult no one’s convenience and call 
a meeting 7 days later in Washington, and although I knew only 1 
of the canis of the Commission personally, and dispatched tele- 
grams to all of them in all parts of the Nation, every member but 2 
attended the meeting in Washington within a week of his or her 
appointment. That betokened the kind of service which they rendered 
thereafter. 

I may say, of the 2 who could not be there, 1 who was master of the 
National Grange, sent his first assistant because he was away; and 
the other, who was president of the United Steelworkers, was already 
on a major tour of all steel plants of the country with the presidents 
of the large steel companies and could not get there. 

When the Commission was appointed, the editorial comment was 
generally satisfactory as to the method. There were some innuendoes 
as to whether it would be a loaded Commission. We decided, there- 
fore, to permit our first meeting to be a public meeting, at which we 
permitted the press to be present. The comments indicated that 
those who had given the impression of the type I mentioned were 
willing very quickly to eat crow. 

doubt if any members of the Commission except Mr. Wright, 
who had been active in the American Bar Association as he indicated 
he had not yet been president, and Mr. Bennett from San Francisco, 
and me, had given any thought to the subject whatever before being 
appointed. The members came without any knowledge and with as 
widely varying views as I could indicate. 

Some thought that their Members of Congress and judges were 
getting perhaps more money than they were now entitled to. That 
was true, Senator Watkins, of some of the representatives of the type 

of State you mentioned who immediately compared it with loc 
salaries and said “Why, our Federal judges now are the highest aid 
officials in our State.” 

Others felt that some increase was required, but in relatively small 
amount. If ever a group started without a preconceived notion I 

can personally attest to the fact that that was true of this group. 
Although they started with no preconceived notions on the result, they 
certainly started with the greatest dedication to public service T 
have ever seen in any group which it has been my privilege to preside 
over. That is whether it was local or national or communal matters 
or in government. 

Appointed on the 23d, we met on the 30th. We debated whether 
to ask Congress to extend our time and decided that we would not 
doso. I know I, myself from the 23d until the report was filed, gave 
up everything else I had to do. I took a leave of absence from. my 
firm and from other public activities and devoted my full time to 
this. As some indication of the effort at the end, Mr. Rhyne and I 
worked from Tuesday almost to Friday with cer tainly not more than 
2 or 3 hours a night of sleep. I mention that only so that this sub- 
committee may not feel that because of the shortness of time we left 
any area unexplored. 
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Within 10 days after the Commission was organized we had dic- 
tated and mailed to the 10,000 editors of every paper of any type in 
the country letters urging them, first, to let us have their sentiments; 
and second, to endeavor to stir up reader sentiment both pro and con 
on the subject of judicial and congressional salaries; and have readers 
write either directly to the Commission or to the newspapers, in which 
latter event we requested that these articles be sent to us. The 10,000 
editors, of course, included editors of newspapers of general circula- 
tion, daily and weekly, and the editors of the newspapers in the fields 
of agriculture, business, labor, professions, fraternal service, women’s, 
civic ee and we tried not to miss one and used every list 
we could get anywhere. 

Within that same period of time we organized seven task forces. 
Apropos of that I should tell you something about our staff. We had 
no appropriation for any practical purpose which would cover any 
more than stationery and stamps, and traveling expenses of the mem- 
bers. The amount expended was very considerable beyond that, with 
which no one was concerned except that it accounts for the reason 
that we had to assemble a voluntary staff. 

I cannot pay too much credit, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
subcommittee, to that staff. The members came from differing places. 
Your own Senate Judiciary Committee was most gracious and gave us 
our executive director, Mr. Miller; and one of our most. valuable 
members of the staff, Mr. Sourwine, and others. The House Judi- 
ciary Committee was equally helpful. Various departments of the 
Government responded to my request for specific individuals about 
whom Mr. Rhyne and I had inquired and whose services we desired. 

I may say the Post Office and Civil Service Committee, of which 
the chairman was then an advisory member of the Commission, gave 
us help. The Department of State, the Department of Agriculture, 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, the Department 
of Commerce, the Bureau of Labor Statistics, and the Securities and 
Exchange Commission, and so on. 

Then, when we required help of other types, statisticians and 
various other people, actuaries, we called upon, for example, the Pru- 
dential Insurance Co., which made the facilities of its top research 
people available to us. 

The United Air Lines gave us two of their top statisticians, inci- 
dentally the president of the United Air Lines was a member of the 
(Commission. 

The A. F. of L. and CIO local offices pitched in, as did the Grange. 
So that our professional staff was drawn; within a period of 3 days 
we assembled 30 people. 

I should mention the Interstate Commerce Commission gave us 
their top hearing examiners for the purpose of an analyzing and sum- 
marizing of the testimony. 

We assembled the staff of 30 people who were as devoted as any 
members of the Commission. They, too, worked days and nights, and 
I think as long as I am speaking I may mention that there were some 
of them who refused to permit their time to be charged to the agency 
from which they came. They insisted that the time : they worked for 
the Commission be regarded as their accumulated leave for holidays 
and vacations they had not taken. In any event with the help of that 
excellent professional staff, we set up seven task forces. 
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We had already requested the editors of the various papers to be 
sure we got a sounding of public sentiment, and having, ourselves, 
issued many public releases which got widespread publicity, to be 
sure that individuals would be stirred up to write to us. We were 
very anxious to get those for and those against, and so stated in our 
letters. I tried to put in the simplest language I knew how an urgent 
request to the American public to let us have, in any form, that infor- 
mation. I said we sat require no formality. A letter, however 
informal, would go into the record the same as the most formal state- 
inent of a most finished representative of a large group. 

Our next step was to get some professionally inspired research, and 
we organized these task forces. There were seven of them. One re- 
lated to the Vice President and the Speaker and the Congress; one was 
the judiciary ; one related to comparative salaries in the field of labor: 

. fourth, comparative salaries in the field of business; a fifth, com- 
aanaivae salaries in the field of agriculture and the professions; a 
sixth was a standard-of-living evaluation. 

We thought we ought to go beyond mere cost of living because it 
was so apparent, as you have already heard, that on a cost- of-living 
basis the Senators and Representatives and members of the judiciary 
were now getting salaries very much lower than the salary ree re- 
ceived by any member of any of those bodies. We thought, therefore, 
that rather than get ourselves embroiled in the whole controversy 
which then was going on over the value of the cost-of-living indexes 
as proper bases for wage and salary increases, we would set another 
basis which was a standard of living to try to compare the standard 
of living expected of a Member of the Senate or the House or a Federal 
judge with the standards actually existing for the leaders in ee 
and in agriculture, and in business and in the professions. 

That task force did, I think, a notable and in many ways a unique 
job. 

Finally, we appointed a task force to study the retirement benefits, 
and staff expenses, and office and other services furnished by the Fed- 
eral Government. I may say as far as I personally am concerned, 
that that was the greatest eye opener of all to me. The editors and 
the radio audiences and others to whom I had spoken find it almost 
incredible at the outset to learn that a Senator who lives in California, 
except for his 20 cents a mile on his 1 trip a year, gets no compensa- 
tion for his trips back to his home or back to Washington. 


They find it incredible that Senators don’t get allowances to cover 


their airmail postage; or portions of their telephone bill must be 
paid personally because however great the demand of their con- 
stituency there is a fixed number of minimums for which allowance is 
made. That task force report reveals all of that. 

On each task force, I appointed a member from each of the three 
great groups. Every task force had a representative on the Commis- 
sion from the field of agriculture, 1 from labor, and 1 from business 
or the professions; and, of course, had a professional staff. There 
was no task force which required any assistance of any kind which 
we did not procure for it. 

I think it is due the groups I have mentioned, in labor, agriculture, 
business, and the professions, to say to this subcommittee that without 
a single exception there was no large labor group, agricultural group, 
or no substantial business or insurance company of which I requested 
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help—and by that I mean the complete assignment of key members of 
their technical statfs—which did not respond by immediately granting 
it. 

The American Bar Association, I shall not emphasize because I am 
2 member, but I may say that at every point, as 1 am sure the sub- 
committee has gathered, their help was invaluable. 

I think Mr. Mitchell, with his usual modesty, understated that com- 
mittee, Mr. Chairman, in response to your question. We found them 
invaluable because they had regional committees corresponding to the 
various circuits, and then had State committees in every single State 
in the country. That meant that any time we wanted to get a quick 
release in a State to be sure that no State was neglected, we could call 
upon Mr. Mitchell’s committee for the quickest possible coverage in 
that way. 

Well, I should mention that these members of the staff, representa- 
tives of the various agencies I have mentioned, all served without com- 
pensation of any kind. 

Our next step in the gathering of this material was the public hear- 
ings. We sat 3 days in Washington for public hearings, and we sat 
in the Senate caucus room from early morning until late evening, 
every one of the 3 days. There was never a moment that we waited 
for a witness. 

On the other hand, every person who appeared to testify did testify ; 
there was no one who was sent away. I said we would sit the last day 
through the night if necessary, or hold another day, but we finished 
our hearings. 

This record now contains not only the testimony of every person 
who appeared about whom I shall talk in a moment, but every com- 
munication I received. There is not a single letter, Mr. Chairman, 
which I received for or against the increases, however illogical the 
letter might be, and however in rare cases—but nevertheless in some 
ill-inspired it might be, that is not contained in this record. 

Senator Kerauver. Mr. Segal, the record which I have here was 
held by the whole committee and not by task forces; is that right? 

Mr. Srcau. The entire committee, Mr. Chairman, sat on the hearing. 

Senator Kerauver. The entire committee sat for these hearings; 
is that correct ? 

Mr. Secat. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. The task force reports 
in their draft forms were sent to all members of the Commission. 
Every member of the Commission had an opportunity to make sug- 
gestions on the task force reports themselves. Therefore, even the 
reports represent the totality of the Commission rather than the in- 
dividual committees I appointed. 

But the public hearing had every member of the Commission pres- 
ent. I may say that when we drafted the report, every draft of the 
report, I convened the entire Commission in Washington so that there 
is no part of the report which in its draft form and its final form was 
not approved by every single member of the Commission. 

Senator Kerauver. Well, the report was approved by every single 
me amber of the Commission. 

Now, were the advisory members like the Senate advisory members 
and the House of Representatives and the judiciary advisory mem- 
bers called upon to express their approval ? 
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Mr. Seca. They were not. We never asked any advisory mem- 
ber whether he approved or disapproved the report. We « ‘alled upon 
them for advice in the fields in which we thought they were expert. 
So that if we had a matter relating to the Senate, and we were going 
into Senate allowances, in order not to go astray we asked for technical 
information from the advisory members from the Senate. And so on 
with the other groups. 

We afforded them the fullest opportunity to speak at our meetings 
but we never asked for their views. Of course, they did not vote on 
our conclusions. 

I think as long as I have stopped at this point, Mr. Chairman, I 
have handed to each member of the subcommittee a copy of this re- 
port printed by the Senate, and I should say apropos of that because 
this involves so much printing that the Rules Committee of the Sen- 
ate requested me to come to Washington to appear and testify before 
them because they desired not to go to the expense of publishing any- 
thing that was not significant. We had a meeting at which there was 
at least 1 hour of questioning on each item that went into the report. 
On the other hand, the Rules Committee felt, as 1 did, that they had 
better not leave out anything that anyone submitted lest someone 
believed that the record was not a complete record. 

So that this document of the 83d Congress, 2d session, entitled 
“Document No. 104, Hearings Before the Commission on Judicial 
and Congressional Salaries,” contains the entire record other than 
the report and the task force reports, and I should like to introduce 
that into the record, Mr. Chairman, having given copies to each mem- 
ber of the committee and 2 to the clerk, 1 for the record and 1 for the 
general use of the committee. 

Senator Keravver. Do you wish to introduce the hearings into the 
record? Ido not think we can reprint these hearings. We must have 
these available for distribution. 

Senator Warkins. I suggest they come in as an exhibit. 

Senator Krerauver. Let them be filed. This hearing will be filed 
as a part of the record. but not reprinted in our hearings. And I do 
hope these will be available, though, in sufficient numbers for the Mem- 
bers of the House and the Senate when the legislation comes up. 

Mr. Srcau. They are exhausted. I have brought with me for the 
members of this subcommittee, all of the available copies with just a 
few exceptions. 

Senator Kerauver. You mean just these around the table is all 
there is? 

Mr. Sreeat. That is all, plus a dozen copies around here and there. 
I really feel that this is the most complete utterance, I am going to 
tell a little about what is in it, but this is the most complete thing on 
judicial and congressional salaries that has ever been maaan in this 
country. 

Senator Kerauver. As to whether we will get these reprinted or 
what we will do with them, that will be a matter for the committee to 
determine later. But I agree with you that in some way this very 
important document should be available for all Members of Congress. 

Senator Danret. May I ask if a copy was sent to each Member of 
Congress ¢ 

Mr. Srecat. A copy was sent to each Member of the 83d Congress. 
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Senator DaNnieL. Copies were not sent to the new Members of the 
S4th Congress ¢ 

Mr. Secau. That is right. I sent a copy of the report to every 
Member, but I did not have the record available for that purpose. 

Senator Krrauver. Now, the report which is not long, I think 
might well be printed in this hearing. That is the letter from the 
Chairman of the Commission, House Document 300. 

Mr. Sreau. That is the correct one. 

Senator Kerauver. Is there objection to that being printed? There 
being none, it will be included. 

( Document referred to is as follows:) 


LH. Doc. No. 300, 838d Cong., 2d sess.] 


REPORT OF THE COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL AND CONGRESSIONAL 
SALARIES 


LETTER FROM CHAIRMAN, COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL AND CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 
TRANSMITTING A REPORT OF THE FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE CoM- 
MISSION ON JUDICIAL AND CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES, PURSUANT TO PuBLICcC LAW 
220, S3p CONGRESS 


(COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL AND CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES, 
Washington 25, D. C., January 15, 1954. 
The Honorable JOsepH W. Martin, Jr., 
The Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DeAR MR. SPEAKER: On behalf of the Commission on Judicial and Congressional 
Salaries, I have the honor to present herewith a report containing the findings 
and recommendations of the Commission, 

This report is submitted to you pursuant to Public Law 220, 83d Congress, 
chapter 353, Ist session (S. 2417). 

Very respectfully yours, 
BERNARD G. SEGAL, Chairman. 
SUMMARY 


This Commission, in the makeup of its membership and in the task assigned 
to it by the Congress, is unique among the special agencies which have been 
created to assist the Federal Government. 

It obviously was the intent of the Congress in establishing the Commission, 
and of the appointing authorities in selecting its membership, to bring to bear 
on the solution of a difficult problem, a representative cross section of public 
thinking and judgment. 

By congressional direction, the Commission members were drawn in equal 
numbers from the principal segments of the American economy—agriculture, 
labor, business, and the professions. The agricultural members include farmers 
and the spokesman for one of the Nation’s largest farm organizations; from the 
ranks of labor were selected leaders of the great, integrated unions and of smaller 
national independent unions; the representatives of business include the head of 
a great transportation corporation and proprietors of modest individually owned 
firms; from the professions were chosen the representative of an organization of 
the Nation’s newspaper editors, and attorneys with varied types of practice. 

The 18 Commission members, with their varying backgrounds and interests, 
were assisted by the advice and counsel of 9 advisory members, 6 of Whom were 
Mewbers of the Senate or the House in the 82d or the 83d Congresses, and 3 of 
whom were distinguished Federal jurists. 

The Commissioners approached their task with an open mind. They followed 
where the facts and the evidence led. The findings and recommendations con- 
tained in this report were arrived at primarily on the basis of the data assembled 
by the seven task forces which studied all phases of the problem, a consideration 
of the testimony offered at the public hearings conducted by the Commission, and 
of resolutions and expressions of opinion submitted by many interested organiza- 
tions and individuals. The Commissioners were not influenced by considerations 
of political expediency. 
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METHOD OF INQUIRY 


The Commission went to considerable trouble and expense in an effort to afford 
an opportunity to be heard to any group or citizen interested in expressing views 
on the subject of proposed salary increases for Federal justices, jvdges, and 
Members of the Congress. The views of both proponents and opponents of salary 
increases were solicited. Letters were sent to more than 10,000 editors of daily 
and \ eokly newspapers and publi-ations in the fields of agriculture, labor, busi- 
nes’, professional, veterans, civic, women’s, and fraternal organizatious asking 
them to (a) send their own vies to the Commission, () publicize in advance 
the hearin s in Washington s heduled by the Commission and the fact that 
aliyone wishing to testify would be welcome, and (c) solicit the views of their 
readers either in the form of letters to the Commission or to the editors of the 
publications. 

lore than 60 witnesses testified at the public hearings. Many letters and 
Written communications were received by the Commission. Appearing in person 
or by written submission were the heads or representatives of the largest labor 
unions in the country, leading farm organizations, business, professional, and 
women’s organizations—zroups with total memberships of more than 30 million 
Americans, comings from every State in the country. Resolutions were received 
from a large nulber of other smaller groups—expressions from the grass roots 
oi the Nation. All of them supported substantial increases for both sets of 
Government officials; the Commission has not been notified, nor does it know, 
of any oiganization opposing increases for Federal judges and Meimbers of Con- 
cress. Of the letters received by the Commission from individual citizens, some 
oppused increases, but those in favor preponderated by substantial majorities. 
‘Lhere appeared to be no sectional pattern. 

At the outset, as was to be expected, there was a wide divergence of opinion 
among the Commission members as to what constituted “fair and reasonable 
compensation” rof Federal justices, judges, and Members of the Congress. But 
the weight of the facts assembied by the various task forces, assisted by an 
impartinl professional staff, and the preponderance of expert and informed 
opinion offered at the public hearings and in submissions to the Commission, all 
indicatins the need for substantial upward adjustments in judicial and congres- 
sional salaries, resolved those differences. The Commission is unanimous in 
recummending the salary adjustments contained in this report, although as to 
Meibers of the Congress and certain courts, some Commissioners had urged that 
the salary adjustments recommended by the Commission for these two categories 
should be somewhat lower and some had argued they should be somewhat higher. 


FACTORS INFLUENCING THE COMMISSION 


In arriving at its recommendations, the Commission attached special signifi- 
cance to the data assembled by the task forces showing that since 1789, through- 
out our national history, adjustments in compensation of Federal judges and 
Members of Congress have been made on the average, once in every 20 years. 
The practice followed in private industry, and insisted upon by leaders of organ- 
ized labor, of having frequent, periodic reviews of salaries and wages, in order 
to provide for continual adjustments for increased living costs, added responsi- 
bilities, and improved standards has not been followed by the Congress with 
respect to the salaries of its own Members or the members of the Federal 
judiciary. Therefore, when at highly infrequent intervals salary adjustments 
are finally adopted for these two branches of the Federal service, they are 
necessarily large when compared with the total which would have resulted 
from more frequent reviews and adjustments. 

The Commissioners were also influenced by the fact that in line with the 
recommendations of the Hoover Commission, the compensation for all other 
employees of the Federal Government has been adjusted upward no less than 
five times since the last salary increase for Congressmen and members of the 
Federal judiciary. On the other hand, although made about 5 years ago, the 
Hoover Comuinission’s recommendations for increases to Federal judges and 
Members of Congress have not been followed. 

Great weight was given the facts assembled by the task forces and the testi- 
mony offered by recognized experts at the public hearings demonstrating the 
tremendous new responsibilities resting on both Members of the Congress and 
the Federal judiciary, and the enormous increase in the complexity and difficulty 
of the problems with which they must contend, all a development of recent years. 

The duties of a Federal judge or Congressman, resulting from the expansion 
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of the powers and jurisdiction of the Federal Government and our new role 
of world leadership, are incomparably greater than they were only 20 years ago. 
with a consequent urgent need for topflight ability, training, and leadership 
qualities, in Congress and on the Federal bench. 

The Commission was impressed by the results of a survey conducted for one 
of the Nation’s leading newspapers indicating that as a result of demands of 
travel, dual-home maintenance, extra office expenses, unavoidable entertain- 
ment of constituents and many charity appeals—to say nothing of regular cam- 
paign costs—the average Congressman operates at an annual deficit of approxi- 
mately $3,000 insofar as his Federal salary is concerned. Other witnesses placed 
this deficit at substantially higher figures. The responses to the questionnaire 
submitted by the Commission to Federal justices, judges, and Members of Con- 
gress, relating to their income prior to and since entering the public service, 
indicate that a large proportion of members of the judiciary and the Congress, 
particularly Members of the United States Senate, have sources of income other 
than their governmental salaries. The dangers inherent in a trend which 
would make it possible for qualified citizens to seek election to Congress only 
if they have private sources of income are too obvious for comment. In addi- 
tion, the responses to the questionnaires disclosed that a majority of Federal 
justices, judges, and Members of the Congress suffered a decrease in income 
at the time of their appointment to the bench or election to membership in the 
United States Senate or House of Representatives. 


NEED FOR LEADERSHIP 


In accord with the specific responsibility with which it was charged by the 
Congress, the Commission addressed itself to the limited problem of determining, 
insofar as it was able to do so, what constituted “fair and reasonable compen- 
sation” for Members of the Congress and the Federal judiciary. However, the 
members feel that they would be remiss in their duty if they did not point out 
that this problem is directly related to a far more important problem: assuring 
the Nation topflight leadership in the Halls of Congress and on the Federal 
bench, a result which the Commissioners feel is absolutely essential if we are 
to be successful in our efforts to maintain peace with honor abroad and pros- 
perity with justice at home. 

One of the most striking and disturbing facts which the Commission’s inquiry 
disclosed was the number of experienced, able Federal judges and Congressmen 
who have been forced to abandon the publie service solely as a result of eco- 
nomic pressures. No one can say how many more qualified candidates for 
public office have been forced by these same limitations to abandon any thought 
of Federal service; though the evidence shows there have been many. There is 
a distinct trend for persons with legislative and judicial ability to stay away 
from the Federal service which, if permitted to continue, will only further 
demoralize and weaken essential areas of national leadership at a time when 
national responsibilities were never more grave. 

There are many able men in Congress and on the bench. The Commissioners 
recognize that the adoption of the recommendations embodied in this report 
probably will not have the immediate effect of bringing about the election of 
more able men to the Congress. Many factors influence the results of elections. 
We do believe that the salary adjustments recommended will make it possible 
for experienced, able Members of the Congress, who might otherwise be forced 
to resign because of economic pressures, to continue in the public service, and 
will eliminate the situation where high minded, qualified men of modest means 
must abandon the thought of such public service. We do believe that adoption 
of our recommendations will have the immediate effect of persuading a greater 
number of lawyers of ability to consider appointment to the Federal bench. 

Finally, there is the overriding factor of justice. The salary adjustments 
we recommend will, we think, correct inequities of long standing. We believe 
they are consonant with the dignity and the stature the citizens of the country 
attach to these critical offices. 

The act creating this Commission provides that within 60 legislative days after 
receiving the Commission’s report, the Congress shall pass upon the question 
of salary adjustments for its Members and those of the judiciary. The statute 
fixes the Commission’s recommendations as the maximum Congress may establish. 
Congress may exercise its own discretion in establishing salary levels below the 
recommended figures. However, the Commission firmly believes that, measured 
by all the known criteria, its recommendations are fair and reasonable and merit 
the support of the American people. 
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The Commission’s findings and conclusions on judicial and congressional 
Salaries are that they: 

(1) Have not kept pace with the growth of the duties and responsibilities 
of these offices ; 

(2) Are too low compared with salaries paid for similar ability and less 
responsibility in private enterprise; 

(3) Have lagged behind while salaries of other Federal officials were being 
adjusted upward; 

(4) Are, and for a long time have been, grossly inadequate ; 

(5) Tend to confine these important positions to persons of independent 
wealth or outside earnings; 

(6) While no exact formula exists, standard job evaluation criteria and 
standards historically applied indicate what are fair and reasonable 
amounts ; 

(7) The net cost to the Government of the recommended increases is 
small related to the immense benefit to the public welfare—S$4,527,302 for 
Members of the Congress and $2,981,491 for Federal judges, an aggregate 
of one hundredth of 1 percent of the Federal budget ; 

(8) Present methods of payments of official expenses of Members of the 
Congress are antiquated and unrealistic. 

The Commission finds that fair and reasonable compensation for the Chief 
Justice of the United States, the Vice President of the United States and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives of the United States is $40,000 per year. 
Applying historical salary scale relationships, $39,500 is arrived at for Associate 
Justices of the Supreme Court. Under these same relationships and other 
criteria, $30,500 is determined to be the proper salary for judges of the United 
States courts of appeal and judges of other Federal courts now receiving the 
same salaries. And using the same standards, the fair and reasonable salaries 
for Members of the Congress, United States district judges, and judges of other 
Federal courts now receiving the same salaries, are found to be $27,500. 

The Commission finds that the present expense funds of the offices of Vice 
President and Speaker of the House are inadequate and proposes that in addition 
to the salaries recommended for these offices, adequate expense funds for neces- 
sary expenditures of their respective offices be established. The Commission 
further recommends that the Congress study the advisability of providing an 
official residence for the Vice President. 

Reimbursement to Members of the Congress of actual expenses incurred in 
making six trips home per year is recommended. 

Taking cognizance of the fact that no provision exists for pensions for widows 
and dependents of Justices of the Supreme Court and Federal judges and that 
present pensions for widows and dependents of Members of the Congress are 
inadequate, the Commission suggests that a study be made of the advisability of 
providing adequate pensions for the widows and dependents of all officials for 
whom salary increases are recommended. 


REPORT 
CREATION AND COMPOSITION OF COMMISSION 


This Commission was established pursuant to Public Law 220, 83d Congress, 
approved August 7, 1953. As required by this act, appointments to the Com- 
mission were made, in equal numbers, from representatives of (1) labor, (2) 
business and the professions, and (3) agriculture, the President designating 
the Chairman. Of the 18 voting members, 6 were appointed by the President, 
6 by the Chief Justice of the United States, and 3 each by the President of the 
Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives. Six nonvoting advisory 
members, who were in the 82d or 83d Congress, were appointed, 5 each by the 
President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House, and as nonvoting advisory 
members 3 judges of courts of the United States were appointed by the Chief 
Justice. 

A list of the members of the Commission, showing the respective groups they 
represent and the officials appointing them, is contained in appendix A to this 
report. 

STraTutTory Duty OF COMMISSION 


The statute directs the Commission “to determine the appropriate rates of 
salaries for justices and judges of courts of the United States and for the Vice 
President, the Speaker of the House of Representatives, and Members of Con- 
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gress in order to provide fair and reasonable compensation to such officials,” 
and to “report its findings on or before January 15, 1954.” 

The Commission is directed to consider certain specific factors listed in section 
2 (b) of the statute, as well as all other factors deemed by them to be pertinent 
and appropriate. 

The act provides that within 60 legislative days after submission of this report, 
the Congress shall consider the report and enact legislation establishing salaries 
for the officials within the scope of the act. The report of this Commission is 
of course advisory only. The power to fix salaries is in the Congress, but the 
act provides that the salaries fixed by the Congress shall not exceed those recom- 
mended by the Commission. 


FACTFINDING PROCEDURES ADOPTED BY THE COMMISSION 


The Commission is essentially a nonpartisan factfinding body. When appointed, 
most of its members were unfamiliar with the detailed facts of the problem sub- 
mitted to them for determination. Accordingly, extensive factfinding procedures 
were established for the dual purpose of making available to the Commission 
all of the facts necessary to an informed determination of the questions before it 
and to afford all citizens and interested groups an opportunity to present their 
views to the Commission, The widest possible publicity was given to the work 
of the Commission and its desire to secure information and opinions from every 
possible source. 

(a) Professional staff 

Immediately after its organization, the Commission assembled a professional 
staff which has been of invaluable assistance to it in its work. Charles 8. Rhyne 
was appointed General Counsel, James L. Miller, Executive Director, and Joseph 
P. McLaughlin, Director of Public Information. A professional staff of more 
than 30 experts was assembled from agriculture, business, government, labor, 
industry, and the professions, every one of whom contributed substantially of 
their own time without compensation from the Commission. Without this patri- 
otic contribution, the Commission could not satisfactorily have completed its 
work. The names of the members of the Commission’s professional staff are 
listed in appendix C. 

(b) Task forces 


Seven task forces were appointed by the Chairman, covering every phase of the 
Commission’s work. Each task force consisted of at least one member of the 
Commission from each of the fields of agriculture, business, and the professions, 
and labor, and received specialized assistance from the Commission’s professional 
staff. 

The task forces gathered an immense amount of factual material and did ex- 
tensive research into their respective fields of inquiry. The task-force reports 
were made available at various stages of completion to all of the individual 
members of the Commission for their information, appraisal, and suggestion. 
These reports, in final form, are part of the record of the proceedings of the 
Commission. 

(c) Publie hearing 


Hearings were conducted by the Commission in Washington, D. C., on Decem- 
ber 15, 16, and 17, 1953. Every person notifying the Commission of a desire 
to appear was afforded an opportunity to do so. More than 60 witnesses, 
representing many of the largest and most important agricultural, labor, busi- 
ness, professional, and other groups, as well as citizens and experts from prac- 
tically every section of the country, appeared in person to give the Commission 
the benefit of their own veiws and, in a number of cases, the results of various 
studies which had been made. Present and past members of the judiciary, 
the Congress, the President’s Cabinet, the Hoover Commission, colleges and 
universities testified. A large number of resolutions was received and incorpo- 
rated into the record and all letters from any source sent to the Commission 
since its appointment will likewise be included. The transcript of testimony 
covers approximately 800 pages, exclusive of several hundred pages of exhibits. 
The individuals who have appeared or written to the Commission, and the 
members of the groups whose representatives expressed their views, total 
approximately 30 million persons. Practically every State in the country is 
included. 
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(ad) Editorial and general comment 


On behalf of the Commission, the Chairman wrote to the editors and publishers 
of the more than 10,000 daily and weekly newspapers and publications in the 
fields of agriculture, business, labor, professions, fraternal, service, women’s, and 
civic improvement organizations explaining the seope of the Commission’s 
inquiries and soliciting the views of the editors and their readers on the subject. 
This publicity elicited considerable editorial comment. Many newspapers pub- 
lished the Commission’s letter in full. More than 150 editorials and articles 
written before and since this letter by columnists in the newspapers of the 
country are incorporated in the record of the Commission’s investigations. 


(e) Members’ contacts 


A valuable source of information was derived from the normal personal asso- 
ciations of the Commission’s members. Coming from widely separated locations 
and representing all segments of the economy, they had access to varied sources 
of advice and opinion from people in their several communities and callings. 
This grassroots opinion proved most helpful to the Commission. 


THE REcorD 
TESTIMONY BEFORE THE COMMISSION 


The testimony before the Commission was overwhelmingly to the effect that 
the present salaries for the members of the Federal judiciary and the Congress 
are grossly inadequate. For the most part the opinions expressed the views 
that substantial increases are long overdue. A cross section of every occupation 
and walk of life was represented by the witnesses who appeared before the 
Commission. 

Labor was represented by the president of the American Federation of 
Labor, the president of the Congress of Industrial Organizations, the president 
of the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and 
Helpers of America, and representatives of other national and local unions. 
Resolutions of many of these organizations also were introduced. 

Agriculture was represented by the National Grange, farm cooperatives, and 
the general counsel of the Farmers Cooperative Educational Union of America. 
Letters and written submissions were received from other farm groups and 
individual producers. 

The professions were represented by the American Bar Association, National 
Association of Women Lawyers, National Conference of Bar Association Presi- 
dents, various local bar associations, the Federal Bar Association, the Federal 
Trial Examiners Conference, and a past president of the New Jersey Medical 
Society. Resolutions and communications were received from a large number 
of professional groups from all sections of the country. 

Business was represented by the auto transport business, oil producers and 
distributors, bankers, certified public accountants, the press, the Motion Picture 
Association of America, the Association of American Railroads, and others. 

Government was represented by the Attorney General, Members of the Con- 
gress, a representative of the Hoover Commission, judges, and others. Two 
former Attorneys General, a former Secretary of Agriculture, former judges, 
and former Members of the Congress and Federal officials also testified. 

Education was represented by the chancellors of Virginia Polytechnic Insti- 
tute and the University of Texas. 

In addition, communications were received from the General Federation of 
Women’s Clubs and various veterans, fraternal, civic, and other groups, and 
more than 80 resolutions of various organizations urging restoration of salary 
scales of Federal judges and Members of the Congress to their historical levels 
of purchasing power are in the record. 


TESTIMONY FAVORING INCREASES 


An analysis of the testimony of the witnesses who took the view that present 
salaries are inadequate for Members of the Congress and the Federal judiciary, 
and that substantial increases are necessary, may be summarized as follows: 

1. There has been a tremendous increase in the duties and responsibilities of 
Members of Congress and judges which has not been accompanied by a com- 
mensurate increase in their salaries, 

2. The rise in the cost of living has greatly increased the amount of compensa- 
tion necessary to maintain the standards of living which these officials are 
required by custom to maintain. 
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3. Prior to 1939, the Supreme Court of the United States had held that salaries 
of Federal judges could not be taxed by either the Federal or State Govern- 
ments, and their salaries were fixed against that background. In 1939, how- 
ever, these decisions were overruled by the Court, and today both the Federal 
and many State Governments tax all such salaries at regular rates. In 1939 
also, the Supreme Court of the United States overruled its prior decisions 
respecting taxation of salaries of Members of Congress by the States holding 
that such salaries are taxable by States at regular rates. 

$. Increases in pay given to private industry and other Federal officials have 
seriously distorted the relative levels of compensation traditionally existing 
between these groups and officials, and Members of Congress and the judiciary. 
Particular reference was made to the Hoover Commission recommendation con- 
cerning Government salaries, which has been substantially followed in the 
treatment of the executive branch, but which was passed over completely in 
the case of the Congress and the judiciary. 

5. The compensation received in private enterprise, labor, and industry, as 
well as farm organizations, by individuals having responsibility approaching 
that of the Federal judiciary and Membership of Congress in substantially 
higher than the compensation attached to those offices. 

6. The abilities required for Congress and the judiciary are abilities adaptable 
to private enterprise. The substantially higher scale of private salary, in com- 
petition with the present judicial and congressional scales, has resulted in 
uttracting experienced officials away from the judiciary and the Congress. Be- 
cause they have been so grossly underpaid for a long period of time, many of 
our most competent judges and most competent Members of Congress have 
found it necessary to resign for more lucrative private employment, usually at 
the height of their experience and usefulness to the citizens of the country and 
after they had attained posts of high honor in the Government. 

7. Several witnesses offered dramatic testimony of individual hardship occa- 
sioned by an effort to continue in public service at inadequate compensation in 
view of the standards exacted of individuals occupying high posts of honor and 
great responsibility in the judicial and the legislative branches of our Government. 

8. There is an increasing difficulty in obtaining individuals possessed of the 
qualifications deemed necessary for these highly important offices because of the 
low-salary scales offered. 

9. Unless salaries are increased to more realistic levels, there is danger that 
more and more will the Federal judiciary and the Congress be occupied by 
citizens of wealth or independent income, and that highly qualified individuals 
of modest means will be prevented by economic considerations from 
opportunities for public service. 

10. The dignity, stature, and demands of the offices of Vice President, Chief 
Justice, Associate Justices, Speaker of the House of Representatives, Federal 
judge, and Member of Congress require the establishment of salary scales more 
consistent with present-day standards. 


seeking 


TESTIMONY IN OPPOSITION 


Three witnesses, each a Member of Congress, with supplemental income 
from sources other than his congressional salary and expenses, expressed the 
opinion that an increase in salaries for the Members of Congress was inappro- 
priate at this time in view of the inflationary situation, high taxes, and an 
unbalanced budget, although they conceded that the present salary was inade- 
quate considering the duties, responsibilities, and expenses of the office. Two 
of them favored increases in judicial salaries and the third restricted his 
testimony in this regard to conditions in his own State. 

Such letters as were received in opposition express, in general, reasons similar 
to those given by the above Members of Congress, as well as grounds of a per- 
sonal nature. The Commission did not receive any communication from any 
organized group expressing opposition to such salary increases. 


BASIC CONSIDERATIONS 
Certain important considerations have appeared to the Commission as basic to 


its inquiry. Of prime importance is consideration of the qualifications, duties, 
and responsibilities both of Members of the Federal judiciary and of Congress. 
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(A) The Federal judiciary 


In properly appraising the duties of the Commission, we must be mindful of 
the fact that the judicial branch of our Government was instituted as the third 
independent branch of Government in all respects on a parity with the two other 
branches; independent and the guardian of our rights and liberties. 

Under the Constitution of the United States, the judicial power of the United 
States is vested in the Supreme Court and in such lower courts as the Con- 
gress may establish. 

To carry out the constitutional provision, and to provide an adequate judicial 
System for the United States, the Congress has established a Federal judiciary 
which consists, in addition to the Supreme Court, of 11 United States courts of 
appeals, 94 regular district courts, territorial courts, and certain other special 
legislative courts. There are a total of 369 justices and judges included in the 
Federal judiciary as covered by the act. 

Under our system of government, the Federal judiciary is charged with the 
performance of one of the most important functions for which society was organ- 
ized, the administration of justice. This is a responsibility second to none. As 
Chief Justice Marshall put it, “The judicial department comes home in its effects 
to every man’s fireside; it passes on his property, his reputation, his life, his all.” 

Our Nation is no stronger than its judiciary. The passage of laws by the Con- 
gress is of little avail unless they can be construed by an able and fair judiciary. 
Rights of citizens are as nothing, unless violation of those rights can be pre- 
vented by fair and competent judges, and redressed by the force of their office. 
To obtain judges of the necessary stature, their compensation must be such as 
to attract the ablest members of the legal profession from private practice with- 
out asking too great financial sacrifice. 

In recent years, there has been a tremendous increase in the volume, variety, 
and importance of litigation in the Federal courts. Federal cases have increased 
in complexity as governmental social and economic structures and operations 
have become more complex, and the duties of the office are even more important 
to our welfare now than in the early years of our history. While in many States, 
the citizens have insisted upon increasing the number of judges and their com- 
pensation to keep abreast of the ever-increasing State-court business, no such 
progressive program has been in effect relative to our Federal courts. 

The fundamental qualifications for a Federal judgeship are knowledge of law 
and skill and discretion in its application. Inherent in these qualifications are 
personal attributes of judicial temperament, fairness, independence, integrity, 
and devotion to duty, and mental capacity to understand, as occasion may re- 
quire, any given phase of the whole gamut of human relationships, business, 
industry, arts and sciences, and government. 

Federal district judges preside at the trial of cases requiring a knowledge of 
a multiplicity of Federal statutes, including those relating to patents, copy- 
rights, trade-marks, admiralty, and bankruptcy, and they must interpret and 
apply State law when necessary. The district judge may try a suit arising 
under the antitrust laws lasting 6 months, or a criminal suit lasting almost a 
year. The work of the Tax Court and the United States Custom Court has simi- 
larly increased and grown in difficulty and importance. The complexity of the 
work of the Federal judiciary is constantly growing not only because of the 
great technological and scientific advances made by the Nation, but by the 
demands upon our Federal Government to broaden its activities and responsi- 
bilities by new laws creating multiple Federal agencies with vast powers. Our 
courts are called upon to protect against possible abuse of delegated powers by 
these agencies. 

All cases which come before the Federal trial courts are potentially reviewable 
by the appellate courts. The tremendous job of finding facts is the function of 
the trial judge, and, if founded upon substantial evidence, is not subject to 
review. On the other hand, the cases appealed are usually those involving the 
most complex and difficult questions, and the courts of appeals and the Supreme 
Court are faced with voluminous records and briefs. 

Appellate court decisions not only dispose of the cases before them but also 
establish rules to guide the trial courts and Federal commissions in future 
litigation. The United States courts of appeals are courts of last resort in all 
except a relatively small number of cases heard by the Supreme Court of the 
United States. Since they review in addition to the decisions of the district 
courts the decisions of all the Federal commissions, the majority of which 
have been created during the past 20 years, their burdens have been greatly 
increased. 
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The Supreme Court of the United States is the constitutionally established 
court of final jurisdiction and is, therefore, at the apex of the judicial branch 
of the Federal Government. As the court of last resort, its pronouncements are 
important to the functions of the Government and to the rights of citizens. All 
oher courts are guided by its decisions. In addition to its appellate jurisdiction 
it has original jurisdiction under the Constitution in certain cases of great 
importance. 

The workload of the Federal judiciary is great and increasing. The increase 
in the caseload of the district courts, which is the ordinary point of first access 
by litigants to the Federal judicial system, and represents the activity of the 
entire system, is phenomenal. Within the past 12 years, the number of civil 
cases has increased 66 percent; the number of judges has increased about 14 
percent only. In 1953 there were 101,292 actual cases filed in the district courts, 
before 224 judges. 

A judgeship is a full time undertaking both physically and mentally. In 
handling his caseload, a judge must know not only the law, but his cases take 
him into the fields of engineering to decide patent cases; literature, for copyright 
cases ; business and finance, for cases involving trademarks, unfair competition, 
securities, and the vast field of corporate reorganization. 

The loss of an able judge is a great waste, for only after several years of 
experience does he reach his maximum usefulness. Yet because of present salary 
scales and the absence of pensions for widows or dependents of deceased judges, 
Federal judges are—though reluctantly—resigning when they are most valuable 
to their country. Except for independent incomes, or accumulated reserves, the 
number of resignations undoubtedly would increase. The possession or lack of 
private income and resources cannot rightly be permitted to control the avail- 
ability for the Federal bench. Nonetheless, this is a condition which is of 
increasing force today. 

If a judge is to render maximum service, he should be young enough when 
appointed to permit many years of service. At this preferred age, lawyers of 
the type to be songht are beginning their highest earning period and may expect 
earnings often twice the salary of a Federal judge, whether in private practice 
or in employed practice as general counsels in business and industry. 

It is not to be expected that judges will receive the pay of top executives in 
private pursuits, or successful practicing attorneys; but when this country must 
compete with private pursuits for men of proper ability, but it must set a salary 
high enough so that with the special rewards of public service, it will attract men 
of proper caliber on a competitive basis. 

It has been suggested that even the present salaries of Members of Congress 
and Federal district judges are disproportionate to the salaries paid officials and 
judges in their home States. This is true as to some States. On the other 
hand, there are some States in which local pay scales are higher; for example, 
in New York, the chief judge of the court of appeals receives a salary of $35,000 
and $5,000 for expenses; the associate judges of the court of appeals receive 
$32,500 plus $5,000 for expenses ; the judges of the Supreme Court of New York, 
a trial court, receive in New York City a salary of $30,000. 

It might be concluded that some differential might be established so that at 
least Federal district judges would be paid at a rate depending upon the local 
scale of official salaries prevailing in each district. However, this system of 
differential pay has been tried, and has proved unworkable. 

The Federal district judges are in effect a great task force whose members 
frequently are detailed, in slack periods in their home districts, to assist in 
clearing the dockets of busier districts. This is a widespread procedure fre- 
quently and necessarily followed. For example, a Federal district judge from 
Oregon recently spent one year in Pennsylvania helping to clear congested 
dockets. Clearly, the salaries of Federal district judges cannot be fixed in 
relation to the wide variation in State salaries. 

The present salaries compel a standard of living much below one that is 
appropriate to the position. The official burdens of judges should not be added 
to by financial problems resulting from inadequate pay. Such compelling dis- 
tractions from dedication to the courts’ functions are not in the public interest. 

Judicial procedure is greatly designed to create respect for and dignity in 
our courts. This is true not only as to procedure in the technical sense, but 
also as to the status of the judges. These traditional aspects cannot be main- 
tained when judges of the courts are so poorly paid that they cannot maintain 
the way of life that is the necessary complement of the respect and dignity 
inherent in our courts. 
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The very stability of our system of government, a government of laws as 
opposed to government by men, depends upon the respect of the people for those 
who hold the scales of justice in their hands. 

(B) The Vice President 

As the complexity of our Government has grown in recent years, there has 
been a tremendous increase in the duties and responsibilities of the Vice Presi- 
dent of the United States. Other than the President, he is the only person 
elected to office by all of the people. He is truly second in command. 

The Vice President is unique in that he is the only official who is a member 
of both the legislative and executive branches of government. As Presiding 
Officer of the Senate, in addition to his administrative duties, he must become 
familiar with all legislation. On the executive side in recent years, in addition 
to attending Cabinet meetings, he presides in the absence of the President. He 
presides over the National Security Council, which is the actual top policy 
planning body in Government, serves as a point of liaison between the Congress 
and the White House, and frequently represents the President in performing 
necessary and important official and social functions and obligations. 

In the performance of his assignments the Vice President incurs social and 
other obligations as the representative of our Nation for which no provision 
for reimbursement is now made. For example, the officials of the nations of the 
Far East recently visited by the present Vice President will quite naturally when 
they return his visits anticipate, and our people will expect, the Vice President to 
reciprocate in a manner befitting the greatest nation on earth. His duties, and 
the demands on his time, energies, and abilities have multiplied astronomically. 
His compensation, staff, and emoluments should be adjusted commensurate 
with the tremendously increased importance of the responsibilities of his office. 
(C) The Spe aker 


The prestige of the position of the Speaker of the House is well known. 
It is commensurate with the vast responsibilities and the manifold duties of 
his office. 

He ranks next to the Vice President and is next to him in line of succession. 
His duties have increased immensely as the activities of the Federal Govern- 
ment have been vastly enlarged. 

As the business of Government becomes more and more complicated, the de- 
mands on the Speaker of the House multiply immensely. The reasons demand- 
ing increases for the others herein mentioned are equally applicable to the 
Speaker. The increased load of duties and the greater responsibilities of his 
office also demand an adjustment of compensation and emoluments. 

In addition to his duties as Speaker, he must also continue to fulfill all 
his duties and responsibilities as a Congressman representing his district. The 
great growth of those duties and responsibilities is described in the next section 
of this report. 

(D) The Congress 


Under the Constitution, the Congress of the United States exercises powers 
most vital to our future. A member of Congress must weigh the propriety of 
existing or proposed taxes. He must be able to judge when and to what extent 
borrowing should be made on the credit of the Nation. He must be compe- 
tent to legislate for the regulation of both interstate and foreign commerce; 
to establish uniform rules of naturalization and uniform laws for bankruptcy; 
to understand the science of money and banking so that he may provide for 
the coinage of money, regulate its value as well as the value of foreign coins, 
and fix standards of weights and measures; and promote the progress of 
science and useful arts by enacting laws of patent and copyright. He must 
be able to decide when to declare war; how to provide for and to maintain 
a Navy and Army and how to make rules for their government and regulation, 
and when to call the militia for the purpose of executing the laws of the Nation, 
suppressing insurrections, and repelling invasions. He must legislate for the 
District of Columbia. He must decide when a new State should be admitted 
to the Union. For these vast functions belong to the Congress under the 
Constitution. 

The new responsibilities of the United States as the leader of the free world 
has elevated Members of the Congress to a position which calls for shard 
work, hard thinking, full attention, and exceptional talents. They should be 
drawn from the best minds of the Nation. In these times the need for ex- 
traordinary service in Congress is not only greater than ever before in American 
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history, but the problems to be faced are so complex that even the best minds do 
not find it an easy task. The tremendous program of our Federal Government, 
at home and abroad, must continuously be scrutinized by minds capable of 
profound and thorough understanding. Adjustments in this program must be 
made consistent with the trends in national welfare. Solutions must be found 
for the complex international situations and for the constant threat of a war 
which could lead to a national and international calamity. Domestic problems 
have increased immeasurably in number and complexity. 

Membership in Congress is now a full-time job. In the 1980's the average 
length of session was 198 days a year. Since 1950 the average has increased to 
279 days. The Member of Congress is on duty 365 days a year. While Congress 
is in session he is in committee, or on committee assignments, when he is not on 
the floor, and most of his other time must be spent in reading the great mass 
of legislation which he must understand, and upon which he may be called to 
cast his vote. Nor do Members’ official duties expire with the end of Congress. 
When Congress is not in session a Member is usually at home about his district's 
business or he must stay on in Washington doing committee work on the Nation’s 
business. 

In addition to the time-consuming but important business of considering and 
enacting laws, Members are constantly called upon by their constituents to 
provide representative services in regard to many legitimate matters relating 
to the Federal Government, a part of their position which entails much time, 
effort, and expense. For instance, a Member from a not too populous State 
receives and answers approximately 1,000 letters a week. While his official 
staff carries a substantial part of the burden, the Member must give super- 
vision to staff work, and there is much that must be done by him personally. 
Moreover, constituents want their problems attended to all year long. Today, 
Members have little or no time to devote to occupations or professions for addi- 
tional income, and their duties and responsibilities have grown to the point where 
it is not in the public interest that they devote less than their full time to 
their office. 

(HZ) Expenses of office 


(1) The judiciary—The Commission and its task force examined the present 
requirements for reimbursement to the judges for official expenses incurred that 
are necessary to the performance of their duties. The Court of Military Appeals, 
the newest in the judicial system, has been inadvertently omitted from the general 
statute providing for travel allowance for members of the judiciary. There is no 
reason why these judges should not be accorded the same treatment given all 
others. 

(2) The Congress—The Commission has considered the expense allowances 
for Members of the Congress, and one task force report was devoted to this 
subject. In general, these cover staff salaries, office space, stationery, postage, 
telephone and telegraph charges, and travel allowances. The costs of these 
items are now provided by an antiquated and cumbersome system of allow- 
ances which are arbitarily determined and in many instances do not reflect 
the amounts actually required for the purpose. 
more in line with modern practices. 

Travel allowances are now limited to 20 cents per mile for one round trip 
per session between a Member’s home and Washington. This completely fails 
to meet today’s demands of constituents upon their representatives. Swift 
modern transportation imposes upon most Congressmen the duty of visiting their 
home constituencies far more often than was necessary in earlier years when 
transport was slow and difficult. 

#oday the gonstituents want to see their representatives frequently at home. 
The Member who confines himself to Washington too long loses touch with his 
people in many ways, politically and otherwise. This personal interchange be- 


tween representative and the people is vital to the exercise of modern American 
democracy. 


There is need to bring these 


Other expenses, which in private pursuits would be regarded as legitimate busi- 
hess expenses to be borne by the company or other employer, are insufficiently 
covered—or not covered at all—by congressional allowance. The average Mem- 
ber far exceeds official allowances in the costs of unavoidable airmail and long- 
distance telephone charges. The difference comes out of his pocket. Many 
Members also are forced to maintain an office in their home district or State 
for which the allowance is inadequate. 
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(F) Standard-of-living factors 


The living expenses of a Member of the Congress are far beyond those of in- 
dividuals who live at home and have no obligations to the public. 

Members of Congress ordinarily maintain homes in Washington as well as 
in the States of their residence. The longer sessions of Congress and the 
obvious desirability of normal family living leave no alternative. Dual-home 
maintenance results in extraordinary expense, which Members of Congress must 
defray from their own income. Similarly, they bear the expense of traveling 
from place to place within the district or State. Generally, Members return to 
their home territory frequently. Meeting the modest social obligations to their 
constituents is quite necessary to official life. Because they hold public office, 
Members are constantly solicited for funds for benefits and charities. Despite 
selectivity both with respect to the number and the amounts, the contributions 
in the aggregate are not inconsiderable. 

The record of the First Congress shows an intent to fix the pay of Members of 
Congress so as to provide an adequate standard of living between the extremes. 
It was said that two standards were used: “First, the compensation be not made 
an object for indigence to pursue; and second, that it not be so low as to throw 
the business of legislation into the hands of rich and agpiring nabobs, but such 
as to compensate a man in the middle grade of life.” It was estimated that 
$6 a day was about sufficient for this purpose, although a man might “live for 

2a day.” 

The comparative standards of living set by the First Congress cannot be 
attained today, although judges and Members of Congress are expected by the 
public to live in dignified but not elaborate surroundings, befitting their position. 
For while these standards have not changed, the salaries with which those 
standards could be maintained have been severely diminished in effect by the 
rising costs of our times. 

The disparity of the purchasing power of the present dollar as compared to 
the dollar of past years, has been a common burden experienced by all citizens. 
Its impact, however, has been greatest on those whose salaries are fixed by law, 
and whose living standards are fixed by custom. 

Labor has been granted wage increases averaging 100 percent or more within 
the past dozen years. Executive salaries in private enterprise have been in- 
creased most substantially. Classified employees of the executive branch of the 
Government have had five salary adjustments beginning with 1945. It was one of 
these adjustments which put partially into effect the recommendations of the 
Hoover Commission, while completely passing over that Commission’s recom- 
mendation that congressional and judicial salaries be increased. 

Restoration of the historical intragovernmental salary levels and relations 
requires substantial adjustment in judicial and congressional pay. For example, 
the President now receives $150,000 per year. In 1946 the President received 
only $75,000, which was 3 times the $25,000 salary of Justices of the Supreme 
Court of the United States. Now he receives 6 times as much. Prior to 1946, 
Justices of the Supreme Court received higher pay than the Vice President 
and the Speaker. Now the latter receive $15,000 more than the Supreme Court 
Justices. 

According to the record, 1939 may be used as an acceptable base year for comi- 
paring the purchasing power of the dollar. Since that time the cost of living 
has risen an estimated 92 percent. In terms of 1939 dollars, Federal district 
court judges and Members of the Congress, after taxes, now receive approxi- 
mately $6,500. This dictates a standard of living below that appropriate for 
these important positions, and well below that which prevailed for these officials 
before World War II. The Commission is of the opinion, however, that cost and 
standard of living are relevant factors to be considered only in relation to the 
departure from historical salary levels, rather than as absolute criteria. 

(G) Comparable compensation in priwate pursuits 

Government at any level is a tremendous business. The Federal Government 
is in fact the world’s greatest business. x 

It is certain that Members of Congress and the judiciary have responsibilities 
as great as those of top executives in business and industry or greater ; their 
duties require great ability and fortitude. Indeed, due to the myriad matters 
dealt with by judges and Members of Congress, no other occupations are quite 
comparable. ; 

The successful aspirant to Congress, like the newcomer to the Federal bench, 
generally is of an age of peak earning capacity in private pursuits. Men in pri- 
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vate enterprise, with qualifications similar to those of Members of Congress and 
with responsibilities of considerably less magnitude, earn far more money at 
their tasks. These large private salaries are ultimately paid for by the average 
American citizen through the cost of his commodities or services, just as he pays 
the salaries of judges and Members of Congress through taxes. 

Thirteen of the highest paid executives of labor organizations surveyed re- 
ceive from $20,000 to $50,000 per year in salary. In agriculture some of the heads 
of farm cooperatives receive salaries of from $15,000 to $35,000 or more a year. 
The top officials of 100 of our largest corporations average, in round numbers, 
$120,000 a year with a range from $38,522 to $279,707. In 1951, the year of 
latest available statistics, 46 of our largest railroads paid their presidents an 
average of $69,270 with a range of from $40,000 to $125,000; they paid their 
general counsel an average of $35,590. 

It should be borne in mind that the salaries used for comparisons herein are 
net and do not include expense allowances for all expenses attributable to these 
private offices or positions, nor do they include any bonuses, retirement rights, 
rights for stock purchases, or survivor benefits. 


FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 


(1) The Commission concludes that the present scale of judicial and con- 
gressional salaries has not been adjusted to keep pace with the growth of the 
duties and responsibilities of these offices. 

The functions of these offices have become increasingly important to the life 
of the individual citizen, for it is an inescapable fact that the Federal Govern- 
ment today must do far more that affects the citizen than ever before in our his- 
tory. The growth and complexity of modern governmental, economic, and social 
problems and the difficulties specially inherent in the leadership of the free 
world by this Nation have vastly increased the burden of duty and the weight 
of responsibilty each member of the judicial and legislative branch must bear. 
The Commission views the importance of the functions of these officials as being 
such as to justify taking no risk that any man who seeks to serve his country in 
these posts might be discouraged by an inadequate salary. It notes from the 
record that this tendency has been increasing at an alarming rate. 

(2) The difference between salaries paid to members of the judiciary and the 
Congress and those paid in private enterprise to persons of similar ability, 
for less responsibilty, has become too great. 

The Commission concludes that the amount of compensation paid in private 
enterprise is not to be considered as wholly decisive of the amount to be paid for 
public officials, even though the latter individually shoulder heavier and more 
important responsibilities. Men should not enter public service solely for mone- 
tary reward. The Commission, however, takes note of the fact that the abilities 
required of these public officials are abilities that are adaptable to, and would 
be well compensated by, private enterprise: and it therefore concludes that it 
is important to narrow somewhat the tremendous disparity between public salary 
scales and those of the higher echelons of private enterprise, so that the special 
rewards of public service may have full play in attracting men of the best 
ability. It is also noted that the present difference has already resulted in the 
loss of capable and experienced officials from Government service and threatens 
to become an exodus if the present situation is not promptly remedied. 

(3) The salaries paid to the members of the judiciary and Members of the 
Congress have lagged far behind salary adjustments granted most officials of the 
Federal Government. 

The Hoover Commission, after a thorough study in 1949, concluded that the 
disparity between salaries in private pursuits and governmental salaries must 
be narrowed so as not to keep the men with the best minds in the Nation out of 
Government service. Acting upon this recommndation, the Congress did adjust 
the salaries of the executive department of the Government but it did nothing 
whatever as to the salaries of the Members of the Congress and of the Federal 
judiciary which the Hoover Commission had found to be too low. 
sified the already existent disparity. 

(4) The salaries of members of the Federal judiciary and the Congress are, 
and for along time have been, grossly inadequate. 


This inten- 


The record contains evidence relating to expenses incurred by Members of 
Congress in their official duties for which they are not reimbursed, and as to 
them and judges alike, the increesed cost of living has seriously reduced the 
present purchasing power of the dollar, the standard of living appropriate for 
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these high officials of our Government, and the traditional levels of compensation 
which they should receive. 

No one of these considerations, or any other single factor previously discussed, 
ean be controlling in a determination of fair and reasonable salary scales. It is 
fundamental that officials of our great Government should be adequately com- 
pensated in relation to their duties and responsibilities. 

The dignity, the stature, and the demands of the offices of the Federal judiciary 
and the Members of Congress require the establishment of salary scales more 
consistent with present-day standards. Considering the present basic salary 
scales in the light of this objective, it is the finding of the Commission that the 
members of the Federal judiciary and the Members of the Congress are, and for 
a long time have been, grossly underpaid. 

(5) The present rates of salaries for members of the Federal judiciary and the 
Congress tend to confine those positions to persons of independent wealth or out- 
side earnings. 

There was testimony before the Commission that membership in Congress is 
tending more and more to be confined to those individuals of independent wealth 
or outside incomes from business or professions who could afford to experience 
the substantial financial loss resulting from membership in the Congress. The 
results of the questionnaire sent by the Commission to the Members of Congress 
and the judiciary provided striking corroboration of this. 

Similarly, there have been many instances of able lawyers refusing judgeships 
because their lack of independent means made it unfeasible for them to accept 
appointment to the bench at present salaries. 

It is the view of the Commission that, while there may be other factors which 
have entered into this tendency, nevertheless the inadequacy of present salary 
seales is undeniably an important factor. The Commission believes most firmly 
that the maintenance of the democratic tradition of this country requires that 
every effort be made to eliminate any tendency which might confine representa- 
tive positions in our legislative branch and the judicial branch to men of wealth 
or those whose outside interests can produce a substantial income. No citizen 
of modest means, possessing the ability, the high-minded purpose, and the back- 
ground to serve with distinction in these high offices should ever be prevented 
from doing so because the salaries have fallen below any fair or realistic 
standard. 

(6) While there is no exact formula by which salaries of members of the Fed- 
eral judiciary and Members of the Congress can be determined, accepted job 
evaluation criteria and the standards historically applied to these offices indicate 
the amounts which are fair and reasonable. 

In searching for an exact formula for calculating the recommendations it 
should make as to fair and reasonable salaries for members of the Federal judi- 
ciary and the Congress, the Commission considered all of the accepted formulas 
generally applied by experts in fixing salaries. These include calculation of the 
factors of cost of living, standard of living, the duties and responsibilities of the 
officials involved, and the relevant history of the salaries of the positions in 
question. The Commission gave weight to the oldest of all formulas—that the 
“laborer is worthy of his hire.” 

Applying these various standards, the Commission considered the expert testi- 
mony in the record to the effect that the salary of the first Chief Justice of the 
United States, measured in today’s terms of buying power would be $40,000 a 
year, after taxes (although to convert to the purchasing power of the Chief 
Justice’s salary in 1939 would require a present salary of $63,800). The Com- 
mission also considered the salary fixed for Members of the Congress and the 
Judiciary from the 1st session of Congress down to the present Much study 
was given by the various task forces to cost of living and standard of living 
factors. I'he Commission weighed the fact that the 92 percent increase in cost 
of living over the 19839 period, for example, does not present an exactly accurate 
picture as to the salary of Federal judges because of the impact of greatly 
increased income taxes, increases averaging over 500 percent over 1939 as to 
judicial salaries after that date. And using the 1939 cost-of-living formula, 
requires a higher figure than the historical value formula for most of the im- 
portant offices here involved. 

The Commission noted the salaries paid to those with nearly comparable 
responsibilities in the fields of business, professions, labor, and agriculture. 
It found that, upon analysis, the unique duties of Members of the Congress and 
members of the judiciary had no parallel in private occupations. It also found 
the grave responsibilities of these public officials far exceeded in many respects 
the duties and responsibilities of most persons in private pursuits. 
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Considering these factors, the Commission concluded it would be unrealistic 
to utilize any one of them alone. However, while it used its independent 
judgment, based on the results of all of the various criteria in determining the 
compensation of the Chief Justice, the Vice President, and the Speaker, as the 
heads of the judicial and legislative branches, it did utilize the historical pre- 
cedents in determining the relative salaries of the subordinate officials in those 
branches. 

The Commission concluded that in view of the tremendous increase in the 
duties and responsibilities of the Vice President of the United States, the total 
compensation received by this, the only other office filled by vote of all the 
American people, should be increased commensurate with its new and growing 
importance. It determined that the salary of this office should be fixed at 
$40,000, and an appropriate expense allowance, payable on voucher as incurred, 
should be provided in addition to this salary. 

Following historical precedents, the Commission determined that the Speaker 
of the House should receive a salary equal to that of the Vice President, and 
that he should have in addition an appropriate expense allowance, payable 
on voucher as incurred 

The Commission also determined that the compensation of the Chief Justice of 
the United States as head of the judicial branch of the Government should be 
established at $40,000. 

With the salaries of the three highest ranking officials in our governmental 
system, other than the President, thus determined, the Commission concluded 
that the historical relations and the differentials between the salaries of these 
highest officials and the others within the scope of the Commission’s inquiry 
should be retained. 

The salary of the first Chief Justice of the United States was fixed at $500 
above the salaries of the Associate Justices of the Supreme Court. This his- 
torical differential has been maintained throughout the history of our Govern- 
ment and the Commission finds its continuance to be desirable. Accordingly, 
the Commission finds that a salary of $39,500 would be appropriate for the 
Associate Justices of the Supreme Court of the United States. Certainly this 
is not too high for the members of the most distinguished and respected court 
in the greatest Nation in the world. Some members of the Commission thought 
that the status of the Supreme Court in our governmental system, the tremendous 
respect of the American people for it, and the stature of its members justified 
tixing even higher salaries for them. 

As previously stated, the courts of appeals of the United States are the courts 
of last resort in all but a minimum number of cases. Only lawyers of established 
ability, scholarship, maturity, and standing should occupy these high positions. 
Considering this fact and established historical relations, the Commission finds 
that appropriate salaries for the judges of the United States courts of appeals, 
as well as judges of the other courts whose salaries are presently the same as 
those of judges of the courts of appeals, should be fixed at $30,500. 

Applying the same standards, the Commission finds that the salaries of judges 
of the United States district courts, the United States Tax Court, the United 
States Customs Court, and Members of the Congress should be established at 
$27,500. While the members of the Commission were unanimous as to the 
amounts of all other salaries recommended by the Commission, there was some 
difference of opinion as to the salaries of judges of these courts and of Members 
of the Congress. All of the Commissioners agreed that substantial increases 
were compelled by the considerations stated in this report. However, some 
Commissioners sincerely argued that under all of the relevant facts a salary 
of $30,000 to $35,000 was fair and reasonable compensation for these high 
offices. On the other hand, certain? Commissioners urged that $25,000 is the 
compensation the Commission should recommend, since the public at large has 
not had the benefit of all of the facts and data in the record and would mis- 
understand a higher figure, even though the evidence might justify that figure. 
However, applying the criteria stated in this report and in order to maintain 
the historical differentials to which reference has been made, the Commission 
unanimously determined that in their judgment the $27,500 figure is fair and 
reasonable compensation in this instance and that is the recommendation of 
this report. 

The rates of compensation recommended herein will not be equal to those 
received in private pursuits by individuals possessing the qualifications requisite 
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to each of these high offices. On the contrary, they will in most instances be 
measurably lower. The suggested compensation is, however, believed by the 
Commission to be reasonably fair, and will to a substantial extent relieve the 
present gross inequities. The changes will be greatly in the public interest. 

It should be noted that historically the Congress reviews its own salaries and 
those of Federal judges on an average of less than once in 20 years. The Com- 
mission holds the strong view that a system should be established providing for 
periodic review of such salaries. However, the Commission is confronted by 
the historical pattern and by the fact that the practices of the past have 
resulted in salaries so disproportionately low that any fair adjustment in the 
present salary scale must be in amounts, which might otherwise seem high when 
made on a single occasion. 

For Associate Justices of the Supreme Court, the gross increase of $14,500 
provides a net increase after taxes of $7,755, somewhat less than the net increase 
which the district and circuit judges would receive. In terms of purchasing 
power, the recommended salary after taxes for these justices would produce 
$4,752 less in 1939 dollars than the 1939 salary of $20,000 less taxes. 

For circuit judges and Federal judges receiving the same salaries, the gross 
increase of $13,000 provides a net increase after taxes of $8,049. In terms of 
purchasing power, the recommended salary after taxes would produce $542 less 
in 1939 dollars than the 1939 salary of $12,500, less tax. 

For district judges, and Federal judges receiving the same salaries, the gross 
increase of $12,500 means a net increase after taxes of $8,101, and a purchasing 
power increase of $845 in 1939 dollars compared with the $10,000 salary less 
taxes at that time. 

The recommended gross increase of $12,500 for Members of the Congress 
represents a net increase over the present salary, in terms of the remainder after 
taxes, of $8,494. In terms of 1939 dollars, the recommended salary less taxes 
has a purchasing power of $11,100, as compared with $9,628 actual purchasing 
power of the $10,000 salary less tax of a Congressman in 1939. Therefore, the 
net purchasing power of the salary after taxes will be increased by only $1,472 
in terms of 1939 dollars. 

(7) The net cost to the Government of the increases recommended. 

It is a striking fact that the total expenditures of the two great branches of 
our Government, the legislative and the judicial, aggregate less than one-eighth 
of 1 percent of the Federal budget—less than one-twelfth of 1 percent for the 
legislative, and less than one twenty-seventh of 1 percent for the judicial. 

The Commission is fully cognizant of the urgency of decreasing expenditures 
of the Federal Government. Nevertheless, it believes that the cost of the in- 
creases recommended in this report is relatively minimal when compared wich 
the advancement of the public interest which is served. 

The gross annual amount of the increases for the Members of the Congress 
would be $6,662,500, but the net cost to the Government (after payment by 
Congressmen of taxes on the increase) would be $4,527,302. 

For Federal justices and judges, the gross amount would be $4,674,000, but the 
net cost to the Government (after payment of taxes on the increase) would be 
$2,981,491. 

The net cost of the increases recommended in this Report would constitute one 
one-hundredth of 1 percent of the Federal budget. 

(8) The present methods of payment of official erpenses of Members of the 
Congress are antiquated and unrealistic. 

The present arbitrary lump-sum allowances for official expenses of Members 
of Congress are inadequate, although the use of the present allowance system 
conceals that fact. It is obvious that the necessary actual official expenses of 
these positions should be fully paid, within reasonable limits, upon submission 
of appropriate vouchers. Presently, a travel allowance is made of one round 
trip per session from the Member's residence to Washington, in lieu of the per 
diem and actual cost allowances paid for official travel. The Commission rec- 
ommends that the more realistic and usual method of payment of official expenses 
as incurred, on voucher, would relieve the Members of Congress of the necessity 
of paying so large a portion of their essential official expenses from their own 
private funds. 

The $10,000 expense allowance for the Vice President of the United States is 
obviously inadequate under the greatly expanded duties of that office, and the 
Congress should be urged to make a thorough study of this matter and a new 
and adequate fund should be established in keeping with the dignity and de- 
mands of this high office. 
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 


Considering all the evidence in the record, the task-force findings, and the 
other pertinent factors brought to its attention, it is the determination of the 
Commission in the exercise of its judgment that fair and reasonable compensa- 
tion for the principal offices in the judicial and legislative branches of the Federal 
Government should be as follows: 


Chict Sante oc the Write trate oo oe ee ese $40, 000 
Associate Justices of the Supreme Court of the U nited St: ates _ a 
Vice President of the United States se eo Ne en ee 
Speaker of the House of Sr Berna Meine tant cece oT ese 40, OOO 
Members of Congress____ abd ee nS ee to <i ee 27, 5OO 
Judges of the United States courts ahi oe es 30, 500 
Judges of the United States Court of Claims_____~ thottoneid <2! Se 
Judges of the Tax Court of the United States__ ot eee 27, 500 
Judges of the Court of Military Appeals__________ a ye ee 
Judges of the United States Court of Customs ‘and Patent Appe ae... 30, 500 
Judges of the United States Customs Court eons ames hy OU 


Judges of the United States district courts (inc luding the U nited States 
District Courts for the Districts of Hawaii and Puerto, the District 
Court for the Territory of Alaska and the District Court of the Virgin 
IY i cece a talan cca iia le ea ee) ee 


The Commission further recommends that: 

(1) The traditional differential of $500 in pay between the Chief Judge of the 
United States District Court for the District of Columbia and the members of his 
court should be added to the above-recommended compensation. 

2) In order to insure fair and reasonable compensation to the Vice President 
of the United States and to the Speaker of the House, the Congress should pro- 
vide an adequate fund out of which the necessary expenses incurred by these 
officers, which are properly attributable to their offices, will be paid, on a voucher 
basis. No specific amount is here recommended, but this Commission does find 
that the present amounts are inadequate. 

(3) Members of the Congress should be reimbursed, upon a voucher basis, for 
the actual expenses incurred in making not to exceed six round trips per year 
between Washington, D. C., and the district or State from which they were 
elected. 

(4) The United States Court of Military Appeals should be provided by 
statute with the per diem travel allowance applicable to other Federal judges 

The Commission, being impressed by the tremendous growth in the duties and 
responsibilities of the office of the Vice President of the United States, suggests 
that appropriate study and consideration be given by the Congress to the advis- 
ability of providing an official residence for the occupant of that high office. 

Although its statutory duties do not include the recommendations of adequate 
survivor pensions for widows and dependents of the officials whose salaries are 
the subject of this report, the Commission strongly suggests that the Congress 
should consider the very exhaustive task-force report of this Commission on 
that subject in order that in addition to the recommendations herein contained, 
appropriate legislation providing adequate contributory pensions for that purpose 
might be enacted. It is noted that unlike other Federal oilicers and employees, 
no provision whatever exists for pensions for widows and dependents of Justices 
of the Supreme Court of the United States and Federal judges, and inadequate 
provision is presently made for pensions for widows and dependents of Members 
of Congress. In the opinion of the Commission, this situation should be remedied 
promptly. 

The Commission further suggests that consideration be given by the Congress 
to providing an appropriate pension for former Presidents of the United States 
and former Vice Presidents and for the surviving widows and dependents of 
these officials. 

Respectfully submitted. 


Bernard G. Segal, chairman; Edward B. Baskin, Eugene D. Bennett, 
James B. Carey, Walter Cenerazzo, Edward D. Crippa, Edward P. 
Crumbock, John E. Galvin, Samuel R. Guard, David J. McDonald, 
Alan ©. MeIntosh, Herschel D. Newsom, William A. Patterson, 
David Brown Robertson, Mrs. Raymond Sayre, Frank M. Shay, 
James P. Walsh, Loyd Wright. 
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APPENDIX A 


COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL AND CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 


Appointed by President Eisenhower : 
sSernard G. Segal, lawyer, chairman, 1719 Packard 
suilding, Philadelphia, Pa. ; partner: Schnader, Har- 
rison, Segal & Lewis 

Mr. Edward B. Baskin, Woodside Farm, Bishopville, 
S.C. 

Mr. Edward P. Crumbock, 105 Spring Garden Street, 
Philadelphia, Pa., vice president and chairman of the 
eastern area conference, International Brotherhood 
of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen & Helpers 
of America, AFL 

Mr. Samuel R. Guard, 220 Livestock Exchange, Stock- 
yards, Louisville, Ky., editor and publisher, Breeder’s 
Gazette 

Mr. William A. Patterson, 5059 South Cicero Avenue, 
Chicago, IIL, president, United Air Lines 

Mr. James P. Walsh, 5450 Julmar Drive, Cincinnati, 
Ohio, secretary, Ohio State Union Labor Council 
(AFL) 

Appointed by Chief Justice Warren: 

Eugene Bennett, lawyer, Standard Oil Building, 225 
Bush Street, San Francisco, Calif.; partner: Pills- 
bury, Madison & Sutro 

Mr. David J. McDonald, Commonwealth Building, 
Pittsburgh, Pa., international president, United Steel 
Workers of America, CIO 

Mr. Alan C. McIntosh, editor, Rock County Star Herald, 
Luverne, Minn. 

Mr. David Brown Robertson, 3115 Searborough Road, 
Cleveland, Ohio, president emeritus, Brotherhood of 
Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen 

Mrs. Raymond Sayre, Ackworth, Iowa, past president, 
Associated Country Women of the World, and past 
president, Associated Women of the Farm Bureau 
Federation 

Mr. Frank M. Shay, P. O. Box 670, San Jose, Calif., 
president, California Prune and Apricot Growers 
Association 

Appointed by Vice President Nixon: 

Mr. James B. Carey, 718 Jackson Place NW., Washine- 
ton, D. C., secretary-treasurer, Congress of Industrial 
Organizations; president, International Union of 
Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers, CIO 

Mr. Edward D. Crippa, 702 B Street, Rock Springs, 
Wyo., president, Union Mercantile & Supply Co. 

Loyd Wright, lawyer, suite 1125, 111 West Seventh 
Building, Los Angeles, Calif.; partner: Wright, 
Wright, Green & Wright 

Appointed by Speaker Martin: 

Mr. Walter Cenerazzo, Waltham, Mass., national presi- 

dent, American Watchworker’s Union (Independent) 
Appointed by Speaker Martin: 

Mr. John F. Galvin, P. O. Box F, Lima, Ohio, chairman 
of the board, the Ohio Steel Foundry Co. 

Mr. Herschel D. Newsom, 744 Jackson Place NW., 
Washington D. C., master of the National Grange. 


Group represented 

Business and _ pro- 
fessional. 
Agriculture. 


Labor. 


Agriculture. 


Business and pro- 
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Labor. 


Business and pro- 
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Labor. 
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Labor. 


Agriculture. 


Do. 


Labor. 


Agriculture. 
Business and pro- 
fessional. 


Labor. 


Business and 
professional. 
Agriculture. 


aii 


hated = 


a Hie Ra 


ee 


tala 


thle 


4 








SALARIES OF JUSTICES, JUDGES, AND MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 49 


ADVISORY MEMBERS (NONVOTING) Group represented 


Appointed by Chief Justice Warren : 
Hon. John Biggs, Jr., Wilmington, Del., chief judge, Judiciary. 
United States Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit 
Hon. William M. Byrne, Los Angeles, Calif... judge, Do. 
United States District Court for the Southern District 
of California 
Hon. Harold M. Stephens, Washington, D. C., chief Do. 
judge, United States Court of Appeals for the District 
of Columbia Circuit 
\ppointed by Vice President Nixon: 
Hon. Frank Carlson, Senate Office Building, Washing- Senate. 
ton, D. C., United States Senator from Kansas 
Hon. James P. Kem, 1625 K Street NW., Washington, Do. 
Dp. C., former United States Senator from Missouri 
Washington, D. C., United ,.States Senator from 
Nevada 
Hon. Patrick A. MeCarran, Senate Office Building, Do. 
\ppointed by Speaker Martin: 
Hon. Hardie Scott, 1228 Land Title Building, Phila- House of 
delphia, Pa., former Congressman from Pennsylvania Representatives. 


Hon. Harry L. Towe, Tenafly, N. J., former Congress- Do. 
man from New Jersey 
Hon. Francis FE. Walter, House Office Building, Wash- Do. 


ington, D. C., Congressman from Pennsylvania 
\ppointed by the Commission : 

Charles S. Rhyne, General Counsel, 726 Jackson Place 
NW., Washington, D.C. 

James L. Miller, Executive Director, Senate Office 
Building, Washington, D.C. 

Joseph P. MeLaughlin, Director of Public Information, 
president, the Beacon Agency, Inc., Western Savings 
Fund Building, Philadelphia, Pa. 


APPENDIX B 


PRESENT COMPENSATION 


Chief Justice of the United States ee tes eS) Et) 8 C2) eae ee 
\ssociate Justice of the Supreme Court of the United States : 25, 000 
Vice President of the United States is desned.. ots JUN of J LP eee 
Speaker of the House of Representatives pee ed) ae : ; * 40, 000 
Members of Congress ; pid eee oi Lt i Je Ce 
Judges of the United States Courts of Appeals______-____________----- 17, 500 


Judges of the United States district courts (including the United States 
District Courts of the Districts of Hawaii and Puerto Rico, the Dis- 
trict Court for the Territory of Alaska and the District Court of the 
Virgin Islands_______~_ 15, 000 


Judges of the United States Court of Customs and Patent Appeals__---- 17, 500 
Judges of the United States Customs Court_ 5 en . 2 sil 
Judges of the Tax Court of the United States___...______-___________ 15, 000 
Judges of the Court of Military Apnealip <2 el PR ee 
Judges of United States Court of Claims____ eee re er 


‘Includes expense allowance without requirement for accounting other than for income- 
fax purposes. 
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APPENDIX C 


The Commission elected Charles 8S. Rhyne, a member of the Washington, D. C., 
bar, as its General Counsel. He served from the date the Commission was 
organized, November 30, 1953. His work consisted in the arrangement for the 
hearings, witnesses, and’ the procurement and supervision of the professional 
staff in its preparation of the task force reports and in its performance of the 
other work for the Commission, including assistance in the preparation of this 
report. 

Mr. James L. Miller was loaned to the Commission by the chairman of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee to serve as Executive Director. He handled the 
financial affairs of the Commission and managed its office. He also made ar- 
rangements for the necessary room for hearings, for reporters, and handled 
other details in connection with the work of the Commission. 

Mr. Joseph P. McLaughlin of Philadelphia was appointed by the Commission 
as Director of Public Information. In this capacity, he handled all matters of 
public relations for the Commission and assisted in the preparation of its 
report. He served without compensation. 

J. Edgar Snider, a hearing examiner at the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
served as Assistant General Counsel. He used his own leave for this purpose, 
rather than time paid for by that Commission. His work consisted of assembling 
facts for the Commission, assisting at the hearings, and supervising the pro- 
fessional staff. 

Mr. Leonard J. Kassel, Mr. Henry C. Lawton, and Mr. Melvin Winson, hearing 
examiners at the Interstate Commerce Commission, also contributed their serv- 
ices to this Commission, using their own annual leave for this purpose. They 
prepared the digest of the testimony at the public hearings and assisted in the 
writing of the report of the Commission. 

Mr. Harlan L. Kays, Jr., a lawyer from Princeton, Ind., served as Assistant 
Executive Director without compensation. 

Mr. Julien G. Sourwine, counsel to the Judiciary Committee of the Senate, 
was loaned to the Commission. Mr. Sourwine assisted with the hearings, the 
task-force reports—especially the task-force report on the Congress—and served 
generally as an expert for the Commission on all phases of its work. 

Mr. William J. Lamont was loaned to the Commission by the Department of 
Justice to assist the Commission in connection with its hearings, the writing of 
its task-force reports, and the writing of the report of the Commission. 

Miss Catherine kadley was loaned to the Commission by the chairman of the 
Post Office and Civil Service Committee of the Senate to perform secretarial 
services for the Commission. 

Through the kind cooperation of Mr. Sylvester C. Smith, Jr., general counsel 
of the Prudential Insurance Co., that company, at the request of the Commission, 
loaned to the Commission Dr. Gordon McKinley, its chief economic analyst. 
Dr. McKinley analyzed the questionnaires which the Commission sent out to 
the Federal judiciary and Members of the Congress. He had assisting him 
Dr. Arch Russell and other statisticians and employees of the Prudential 
Insurance Co. 

Mr. L. D. Bean, superintendent of wage and salary administration, and Mr. D. 
Ritner, staff superintendent of organization control, were loaned to the Com- 
mission by United Airlines. These job evaluation experts assisted in the 
preparation of the task-force report on the Congress and in many other phases 
of the Commission’s work. 

Mr. Will Shafroth, Director of the Division of Procedural Studies and 
Statistics of the Administrative Office of the United States Courts, and his 
assistants Mr. Orin S. Thiel and Mr. Joseph F. Spaniol, Jr., were loaned to 
the Commission to assist it in the work of the task-force report dealing with the 
Federal judiciary. 

Mr. William R. Foley, general counsel of the House Judiciary Committee, and 
Mr. Charles J. Zinn, law revision counsel to the House Judiciary Committee were 
of great assistance to the Commission. Mr. Foley prepared an analysis of all 
legislation which has been introduced in recent Congresses having to do with 
salaries of the Federal judiciary and Members of Congress. 

Mr. Anthony F. Merrlll of the Public Services Division of the Department 
of State assisted the Commission in the preparation of its report and offered 
other suggestions as to the work of the Commission. Mr. Robert J. Myers, 
Chief Actuary of the Social Security Administration, was loaned to the Com- 
mission by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. to assist in the 
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statistical work of the Commission. Mr. William Kilborn, special assistant to 
the Secretary of the Department of Commerce, furnished information on the 
earnings of industry and the professions for use in the work of the Commission. 

Mr. E. W. Grove, agricultural economie statistician of the United States 
Department of Agriculture, furnished the Commission with data as to the 
average income of farm operators. Mr. Ewan Clague, Bureau of Labor Statisties, 
furnished the Commission with information on the earnings of scientific and 
other personnel and consumer price index data. 

Through the courtesy of the Honorable Lothair Teeter, Assistant Secretary 
of Commerce for Domestic Affairs, the Bureau of Census, under the direction 
of Robert W. Burgess, has compiled tabulations showing selected characteristics 
of United States Congressmen from 1789 through 1949. 

The Securities and Exchange Commission through its Commissioner A. J. 
Goodwin, Jr., furnished the Commission with statistical data concerning salaries 
paid top officials in industry. 

Miss Lillian Scott assisted the Commission by preparing data for its task- 
force report on the Congress. Miss Lucille Kenny, former secretary to the 
Inter-Parliamentary Union, assisted the Commission in its initial organization. 


Mr. James Gildea and Mr. Nat Goldfinger of the CIO assisted the Commission 
in securing data on the ear nings of labor union officials. 


There were many others who assisted the Commission in assembling facts 
and data and the Commission expresses its gratitude to all of them. Because 
of the time limitation under which the Commission worked, many of the above 
people worked Sundays and holidays throughout the existence of the Commission. 

Mr. Srcat. Now I would like to offer, and I have given a copy to 
each member of the committee and 2 copies to the clerk, 1 for the record 
and 1 for the files of the subcommittee, Senate Document No. 97 of 
the 83d Congress, 2d session, being the reports of the task forces of 
the Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries. 

Now, here, too, Mr. Chairman, I think that there is a vast store of 
statistics and information which these statisticians and job evaluators 
and others whom we had gathered which should be, I say with full 
deference, of great help to the subcommittee in its deliberations. 

I should like to offer that for the record, either physically or to 
be printed, as the subcommittee may determine. 

Senator Keravuver. It will be made a part of the file. 

May I inquire how many of these Senate documents are available; 
Senate Document No. 97 4 

Mr. Green. We have had a little difficulty in getting those, Senator, 
but I will certainly check to see if we can have those made available. 

Mr. Seear. I can _ you regretfully that they, too, are just about 
exhausted. Ther a few more of those around, but certainly none 
for the purposes ths at the chairman mentions, 

Mr. Green. That ismy understanding, too, Senator. 

Senator Krrauver. We will determine whether we will have this 
reprinted in our record, but we will get it made available some way or 
another. 

Mr. Green. I think I might state, in order to clarify it, that we have 
quite a number of the reports of the Commission but due to the gre at 
demand on the hearings they have been examined. We had the origi- 
nal report prior to the time it was made a Senate document. 

Senator Daniex. I regret to leave this interesting discussion, but 
not knowing the meeting would last this long, I agreed to attend 
another meeting this morning, so may I be excused ? 

Senator Keravuver. We will excuse you now. 

Senator Dante. It is a very interesting report. 

Senator Kerauver. We appreciate your attendance. 
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May I inquire of your time, Senator Daniel? We have a number 
of witnesses to be heard yet, and would it be possible for you to come 
back after lunch ? 

Senator Danien. Yes. 

Senator Kerauver. All right, Mr. Segal. 

Mr. Srcan. Now, as to the testimony before the Commission: Pricr 
to that I should mention that each member of the Commission under- 
took to sound out sentiment in his or her own section of the country. 
At each meeting they reported back the reaction to the publicity and 
the conversational matters which he or she had discovere d which might 
be helpful to the Commission. They were the sources of our infor- 
mation. They left unexplored no possible type of opinion in the 
country which we could possibly reach. 

At the hearing we had the testimony of 63 witnesses, which appear 
in the document which has already been offered. 

Labor was represented by the president of the American Federation 
of Labor, by the president of the Congress of Industrial Organiza- 
tions, and by the president of the International Brotherhood of Te: wn 

sters, Chautfeurs, Warehousemen, and Helpers of America, and | 
representatives of other national and local unions. 

Resolutions of a great many labor unions through the country in 
large areas and small, affiliated and unaffiliated, were introduced. 
The ’y Were Unanimous in supporting legislation increasing salaries of 
Federal judges and Members of Congress. Not a single labor leader 
or labor group recommended increases, as they called them, avross the 
board in an amount less than $10,000 for any group that we were 
considering. ‘There were some labor leaders that recommended 
amounts greater than those the Commission finally determined upon. 

-Of course, others fell in between. 

I think it is a fair statement to say that we have not, by the testi- 
mony of these great leaders of labor or in the written communications 
we have received, had any labor group or any labor individual who 
has recommended an increase in an amount less than $10,000, although 
some have recommended larger amounts. 

Agriculture was represented at the hearing by representatives of 
the National Gr: ange, the farm cooperatives, ‘the Farmers’ Coopera- 
tive Educational Union of America, with letters and other submissions 
which were sent by farm groups from other parts of the country. 

On the Commission itself, as I have indicated, we had the master 
of the National Grange, Herschel Newsom. We had a lady who was 
extremely helpful to the C ommission, Mrs. Raymond Sayre who had 
been president of the Associated Countrywomen of the Worid, and 
president of the Associated Women of the Farm Bureau Federation. 
We had Mr. Guard, editor and publisher of the Breeders Gazette, and 
other agricultural representatives, who gave us a very good cross 
section in their group. 

While I am commenting, I may say that it really was interesting, 
and in many ways inspiring to follow their reasoning. Many of them 

came from the type of communities that Senator W Vatkins described. 
Many of them said very frankly at the outset that they had talked 
with their neighbors who thought that there ought to be no increases 
or very slight inc reases. And yet as the report indicates they followed 
where the evidence led and by the end some of them were the inost 
substantial crusaders we had in the group. 
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Mr. Guard, who is editor of the Breeders Gazette in Kentucky, 
writes to me I suppose once every 2 or 3 weeks urging that perhaps 
the Commission ought to be reactivated. I have had to tell him that 
technically the Commission is no more. But the farm representatives 
joined unanimously in the report and in doing so said that they were 
fully convinced. Two of them thought the amount should be $10,000. 
None of them thought it ought to be less. And the two who thought 
it ought to be $10,000 said that they were thinking only in terms of 
the fact that perhaps the country wouldn’t be as w ell informed as they 
- felt they were, but finally conceded that we oughtn’t to be moved 
by political considerations since we were a factfinding body. ‘The 
total agricultural group unanimously joined in the report. 

The “professions were represented by the American Bar Associa- 
tion, and the National Association of Women Lawyers. I am talking 
about the public hearing now. It was by actual testimony. We had 
the National Conference of Bar Association Presidents, and I might 
say that that consists of the presidents of the bar associations of the 
country down to the smallest association and the smallest rural area 
up to the largest association in the largest cities. 

The various local bar assoications, "Federal associations and medical 
societies were represented, and engineering groups and other profes- 
sional groups from many ps arts of the country. 

Business at the hearing was represented by people from the auto 
transport business, oi] producers and distributors, presidents of banks 
both large and small, certified public accountants, and the press; I 
was very impressed when a representative of the New York Times 
appeared and gave us the benefit of a survey the New York Times had 
made, a confidential survey, as a result of questionnaires to representa- 
tives and Members of the Senate and House of Representatives. They 
had concluded that on the average, Senators and Representatives a 
few years ago, when the situation was more favorable than at the time 
of the hearing, were making, as I say, on the average out of their Gov- 
ernment compensation, $3,000 less than their actual minimum out-of- 
cost expense considering the necessity of maintaining 2 homes and 
their contribution to expenses which any business corporation would 
normally regard as a legitimate business expense ; and calls upon them 
for charity, and contr ibutions, and tickets of all kinds; and the neces- 
sity of paying their own travel home, and the other factors with which 
you gentlemen are much more familiar than I am. 

He put that report into the record and I must say we were all greatly 
impressed with that as we were the reports of other representatives of 
the press who voluntarily appeared just to give us the results of their 
research in this field over the years. 

We had Eric Johnston, who had had, of course, a wide experience 
in Government and who also is now head of the Motion Picture Asso- 
ciation of America. 

We had representatives from the American Association of Railroads 
and others. 

Government was represented by the Attorney General; by Members 
of the Congress, and by a representative of the Hoover Commission. 
[ may say, “Mr. Chairman, that the portion of the report which you 
mentioned you thought ought to be in the record is contained in the 
record which I have offered here. A representative of the Hoover 











54 SALARIES OF JUSTICES, JUDGES, AND MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 


Commission testified and put that in as an exhibit which is incorpo- 
rated. 

Two former Attorneys General, former Attorney General Mitchell 
and former Attorney General Homer Cummings, appeared personally 
and testified. Former Solicitor General John W. Davies, one of the 
most distinguished lawyers in America, was unable to get there, al- 
though he had planned to. He submitted a written statement. 

We had the former Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Brannan; and 
former judges; and former Members ‘of the United States Senate; 
and former Members of the Congress, some of whom like Mr. Rams- 
peck, whose name comes to my mind. frankly stated that they simply 
could not remain in the Congress out of justice to their families at the 
compensation then prevailing. 

Senator Krrauver. That is former Congressman Robert Ramspeck 
of Georgia, you are referring to? 

Mr. Seca. That is correct. And the record will show the others 
who appeared. 

Education was represented by the chancellors of Virginia Poly- 
technic Institute and the University of Texas. I may say, “while men- 
tioning Congressman Ramspeck, that Senator Herbert O’Conor ap- 
peared and made a very enlightening statement on the whole subject. 

In addition, there appeared personally, or authenticated communi- 
cations were received from, the General Federation of Women’s Clubs 
of America, veterans, fraternal, civic, and other groups. 

I may say that although I have been asked to talk rather widely in 
different parts of the country on this subject, both personally to groups 
and on the radio, and as a member of panels, I have not found—and I 
make this statement with emphasis—a single organized group in 
America that has opposed these increases. The Commission received 
no communication from any of them despite all of the publicity. 

While, as I have spoken, I have started with groups which had 
doubters among their number, I have not finished after they heard the 
facts with any group in which even individuals who started caustically 
haven’t finished by frankly admitting that they never understood the 
situation. 

I am firmly convinced that to know is to believe, as far as this situ- 
ation is concerned. 

Now you have heard summarized the nature of the testimony. It is 
all here and I will not burden you gentlemen with it. 

I think I ought to say that there were three witnesses who appeared 
in opposition to increases. 

Senator Kerauver. Mr. Segal. was it widely publicized that if any- 
one wanted to appear in opposition they could do so; whether they 
were for or against the proposal ? 

Mr. Seca. Every statement, Senator, did just that, and urged those 
who were for and urged those who were against to appear in person 
or to communicate their views. There were, of course, some who did. 
No one appeared except three Members of the House. All three stated 
under questioning that they had supplemental incomes from sources 
other than their congressional salaries. All three expressed the opinion 
that an increase in salaries for Members of the Congress was inappro- 
priate at this time, and then their views varied. Some said because of 
the general inflationary effect it might have. 
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I might say that two of the Congressmen said they did favor in- 
creases. Two of those Congressmen did favor increases in judicial 
salaries. The third finally said that he would like all of his testimony 
restricted to his own State, because he did not want to speak about 

conditions outside of his State. He did not want to be regarded as 
speaking for the Nation at large. 

With full deference to the three C ongressmen who appeared, the 
Commission unanimously felt that their testimony, which in its even- 
tuality opposed only congressional and not judicial increases, was 
unconvincing. 

Such letters as were received in opposition expressed in general 
reasons the type of thing that the Congressmen testified to, as well as 
crounds of a personal nature, such as “if Iam on a pension of $5,000, 
why should my Congressman get any more than $5,000?" There was 
that kind of thing. 

But, as I said, every one of them is in the record. We thought we 
would appraise them in our report, but we would not judge whether 
or not to include them on the basis of whether or not we agreed with 
them. 

Senator Warkins. On this question of newspaper replies; how 
inany newspapers replied / 

Mr. Srcan. We published in the record up to January 15, 150 edi- 
torials from papers all over the country. We had 400 specific replies. 
Since then there have been hundreds of additional editorials. 

I may anticipate myself just a little by telling you how the report 
was received because, of course, the record won't show that. 

The editorial comment I would say ran 7 or 10 to 1. I would say 
anywhere from 7 to 10 strongly urged support of the bill, to 1 which 
opposed it. Of those which opposed the report, most of them selected 
some specific portion rather than the entire report. Generally speak- 
ing, the response was really overwhelming. The commentators and 
the columnists were substantially in support of the report. 

Senator Keravuver. Are these editorials printed in the report ? 

Mr. Srcau. Every editorial we received up to January 15; and they 
ure indexed at the outset. At page Roman number VI there is an item 
“Editorials and Articles.” 

Senator Warkins. I do not notice any from the Utah papers. As I 
remember, at least three of our daily papers took a very strong stand 
against the increases either for judges or Congressmen. 

Mr. Srcau. That must have been after the 15th. Any editorial we 
received before the 15th of January is included in this record. I should 
say before about the 13th, because we had a couple of days to prepare 
the report. But there is no editorial from any part of the United 
States pro or con that we received that we did not put in this record. 

Senator Warkrns. Now, did you write the newspapers asking them 
to report directly to you their own views ? 

Mr. Secau. Yes, sir, and a copy of that letter appears in this record 
at page 10. It starts at page 10, toward the bottom: 

Dear Eprror: An important and difficult question facing the American people 


is what constitutes fair and reasonable compensation for Federal judges, and 
Members of Congress * 
We then told about our public hearing, and then said: 


We realize that many individuals or groups desiring to present their views 
or data to the Commission will be unable to appear in person at the Washington 
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hearing. Accordingly, the Commission has voted to accepted written submis- 
sions. These need not be in any prescribed form and may be by letter. I believe 
this is the first time in history an official body of this kind is thus seeking to 
ascertain the sentiments of the American people on a subject of fair compensation 
for Federal judges and Members of Congress. 

Then I referred to our releases to reach as many people throughout 
the country as possible, and to give the widest public ity. Then L said, 
right at that paragraph: 


We are, of course, most anxious to have an expression of your opinion as well. 
Then I said: 


May I respectfully suggest that you will be re ndering an outstanding public 
service in circulating to your readers the Commission’s invitations to the citizens 
of America, to submit their views and any pertinent data they may have. If you 
desire any more information please communicate with us at the above address. 

I may say I did receive a number of requests from editors who sent 
copies of reprints of the entire letter. I suppose hundreds and hun- 
dreds of the papers reprinted the entire letter, Senator, and some of 
them asked whether we would send them supplementary data. Of 
course, all of those were replied to, and I sent them the material they 
asked. Then the releases which are referred to in the letter always 
emphasized that we urged all citizens to let us have their views pro 
and con without regard to form. 

In one release we said : 

Do it in handwriting; do it on a typewriter, or write it on the back of a paper- 
back ; but let us have your views. 

Senator Warxrns. I believe one of our papers finally did publish 
an editorial supporting Judicial increases, but not for Congressmen. 
That was some time after they had taken a stand against any increases. 
I am just wondering why it was that their editori als did not get in this 
report. 

Mr. Sear. Senator, all I can say is that if it isn’t in the report, 
either it was published after January 15 a year ago, or it just wasn’t 
called to our attention by any witness. 

We had a very excellent director of our public relations whom I 
pressed into service because he is the adviser on public relations of the 
Philadelphia bar of which I was then chancellor, and he served, too, 
without compensation. He had a clipping service that tried to pick 
out every one we could get. 

Do you know, Senator , the date on which that was published ? 

Senator Warkrns. No; I could look back in my files as to when it 
was published, but I remember distinctly three leading newspapers in 
Utah published editorials against it. 

Mr. Srcau. Congressman Dawson testified, and we talked to him 
about it in the recess; and he had known, which would seem to confirm 
the fact that perhaps they came out after our heari ings. 

Senator Kerauver. Is that Congressman Dawson of Utah who 
testified ? 

Mr. Seca. Yes. 

Senator Warkins. They may have appeared later on. At the same 
time I cannot understand why they did not respond by letter if they 
had not published any editorials. 

Mr. Seca. If they responded by letters, the letter would be in this 
record. 
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Senator Watkins. There could not be any mistake of not putting 
them in, could there ¢ 

Mr. Secau. There is always a chance of a slip-up, but [ would really 

e about as certain as you can be, allowing for human error. I had one 
young lady in my own office whe did nothing but this work during 

ie term of the Commission. We had a staff down here doing nothing 
but this work. I would seriously doubt if any communication re- 
ceived would be missed. 

I think this, Senator: That this has been given such widespread 
publicity that if we failed to include anything we would have received 
we would have been called on it. 

Senator Watkins. Congressman Dawson was commended in these 
editorials for the stand he took against these increases. 

Mr. Seeau. Then it must have come afterward. 

Senator Watkins. They had already published editorials, I think, 
before that time. 

Mr. Sreart. Now, I might say apropos of the reaction to the report, 
that just this week in the current Saturday Evening Post, appears 
an editorial which I think is quite unusual, and I just want to quote 
one or two paragraphs if I may. 

Senator Krravver. Let the editorial be printed in the appendix 
of the report and you can quote from it if you wish. 

(The full editorial appears in the appendix. ) 

Mr. Seca. I will just quote the portions which I think relate to 
my discussion. It is an editorial appearing at page 10 of the Saturday 
Kvening Post of January 22, 1955, and consumes almost all of the 
page. It is entitled “Our Federal Officials Should Have Better Pay.” 

How much are leaders worth, in terms of dollars? How much should the 
richest nation in the world pay for statesmanship? The 84th Congress has to 
decide, for almost the first item in its order of business is the long-deferred 


proposal to raise the salaries of Federal judges, and of Congressmen them- 
selves. 


The Hoover Commission recommended this increase; a Democratic and now 
a Republican President have urged it; editorials endorsing the salary raise have 
appeared in more than a thousand newspapers throughout the country. Lead- 
ing columnists, radio commentators, labor-union groups, agricultural organiza- 
tions, bar and professional associations, all have favored it. No substantial 
public opinion has been heard against it. 

Then the article goes on to talk about our report, and since it is 
quite commendatory I will leave that out. 

But I want to make just one more observation from the report. 
rhey talk about the various things we discovered and point out that 
both as to the bench and to the Congress the report is convincing that 
they cannot hope to attract away from business and the professions 
the kind of men who ought to be in the Congress of the future unless 
something is done on the subject. 

They point out as to the Chief Justice of the United States that he 
receives only what a modestly successful lawyer in a middle-sized 
city might make. They point out as to the Congress that— 

The Commission discerned that the day is long past when a Congressman 
could earn a living in a private business or profession while serving his con- 
stituents. Congress nowadays is a full-time job, seven days a week, every week 
in the year. Congressmen must maintain 2 homes, usually 2 offices, pay most of 


their travel expenses, bear many costs which a corporate employer would pay for 
its executives. 
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Their expenses have increased with the enlargement of their work, but their 
salaries have remained the same through the whole period of recent inflation, 
and have grimly decreased in buying power. 

In its elaborate, searching report, the Segal Commission, recommended a scale 
of increases necessary to bring the salaries of judges and Congressmen into line 
with the practice of the Nation in all fields. The total cost of these recom- 
mended increases would be only $7,500,000. 

That isa fairly accurate figure, Senator. 

The article concludes: 

The public is aware of the need; what the lawyers call the last clear chance 
is here. The 84th Congress, in its 2 years’ existence, will spend more money 
for more purposes than any other body of men on earth. Commonsense and 
public interest alike require that they should devote a tiny fraction of their 
appropriations to making the major jobs of statecraft in a free nation financially 
possible for the men best fitted to hold them. 

Senator Kerauver. Will you pass that to the reporter, please. 

Mr. SrGat. That is the issue which is currently on the stands. 

Now getting back to the report itself, and I am going to draw to 
a close, the report gives the basic considerations which prompted the 
recommendations, Senator, and since it does, unless there should be 
some question, I will not repeat the various points made in the report. 
We tried to be as exhaustive as possible. 

[ should point out that whereas during this inflationary period and 
in many other periods of American histor y, the salaries and wages of 
businessmen and professional men, in agriculture and labor have 
been reviewed annually, or biennially, the “record of C ongress is that 
on the average it has reviewed its own compensation and the com- 
pensation of Federal judges once in every 20 years. 

Now it is perfectly obvious that when, due to the natural reticence 
of Congress to consider its own compensation, and due to the tradi- 
tional tie-in of congressional and judicial salaries at the congressional 
and district court levels, they review salaries on the average of once 
every 20 years, you don’t just have salaries fall behind those in private 
industry. 

Every member of the Commission agreed on the honor of serving in 
public office ; that the distinction and the privilege of being a Sen: ator 
or Congressman or a judge ought to entail some financi: al sacrifice. 
But we felt it seine not to reflect penury, or impose penury on the 
part of the members, and reflect a frugality that was to the discredit 
of the Nation. 

We therefore gave the actual figures showing what the labor leaders 
of America are getting, showing what the agricultural leaders of large 
groups in America are getting, and so were business and the profes- 
sions. They are all in the report. They all reflect that what we 
recommend would not begin to approach what the top labor leaders 
are getting, what the top agricultural leaders are getting, and cer- 
tainly not ‘what the top business and professional leaders are getting. 
So we do not feel by any means that we have reached a st: andard more 
than the standard which was set by the First Congress of the United 
States, 

You may remember that they talked about reaching a standard 
between the two extremes. They said, and I am quoting: 

First the compensation be not made an object for indigents to pursue, and 
second that it not be so low as to throw the business of legislation into the hands 


of rich and aspiring nabobs; but such as to compensate a man in the middle 
grade of life. 
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They then went on to say that although many, many men live on 
$12 a day and many others live on $2 a day, they thougit a reasonable 
figure was $6 a day. 

That standard was really the standard we used. It was that men 
in public office must make financial sacrifices, but the Government 
must not ask them to make sacrifices which reduce their family to the 
level which our investigation showed us prevails with respect to the 
Federal judiciary and Members of Congress, except where they have 
individual sources of income. 

Every member of the Commission deplored, as 1 know the ¢ ongress 
deplores, the day when only the wealthy can go or those with inde- 
pendent sources of income can go to these hie’ plac es of public service. 

I may just cite one personal instance. When I was chancellor of 
our bar, | was asked by the Attorney General whether we would make 
recommendation for Federal vacancies. They were created by the 
resignation of Judge McGranery to become Attorney General of the 
United States, and by the resignation of Judge Bard to run for the 
United States Senate. 

I personally interviewed 8 men between the ages of 40 and 55 whom 
our committee believed we ought to have on the bench. They were 
the type of men we thought ought to go on the Federal bench of our 
city; that is, Philade Iphia. 

Seven of them said to me: “Berney, how can we do it? The first 
thing we would have to do is give up our insurance program.” 

All of them pointed out that being in the age level that they are, 
they were not able to accumulate any money, because of course high 
earnings in the practice of law with an insurance program leave you 
just about enough to pay your taxes. So they had no accumulated 
money. 

One of them, for example, had three daughters. He said: 
Suppose I went on the bench and suppose my wife wanted to make the sacrifice 
and suppose we gave up our household help. Suppose we reduced our general 


standard of living and suppose I dropped dead the day after I went on the 
bench; what would happen to my wife and three children? 


And yet he said: 


My insurance program is about 45 percent of the net remaining to me from 
a district judge’s salary after payment of taxes. 

He analyzed it down to show he could not do it. Out of the 8 men 
I saw, only one said we could submit has name to the President. That 
one was a man whose children are the beneficiaries of a vast trust fund 
created by their grandparents, and his wife, of course, will be the 
beneficiary of a large sum of money from her parents. So security 
for his family did not matter to him. They had income from other 
sources, 

I give you just that experience to supplement what the Attorney 
General has said in his experience throughout the Nation. I know 
that there are plenty of lawyers who want to be judges every time there 
is a vacancy; and the same applies to Congress. The real question is: 
Are they the lawyers who ought to be on the bench; and second, could 
they aspire to the bench if they did not have independent means of 
income; and third, are they not perhaps from the group to whom 
even the present salary would be an improvement in their status? I 
may say that while there are some fine lawyers who are not large 
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earners, by and large the public seeks out for professional advice 
those attorneys who have the standing and the ability. 

Finally, if they are willing to make the sacrifice, I pose the question 
as the Commission did: Should the C ongress ask that sacrifice of its 
high public officials ¢ 

In our report we have given the findings and conclusions of the 
Commission. We concluded that the present scale of judicial and 
congressional salaries has not been adjusted to keep pace with the 
growth of duties and responsibilities of the office. We have described 
what has happened. The task force report on the Congress gave the 
duties. Senator Stennis and Senator Malone, for example, testified 
at our public hearing on their typical working days and demonstrated 
beyond per adventure of any dispute that they simply could not take 
on any regular assignment of business or profession. All of that is 
pointed out in the report. 

Of course, a judge is barred by his office from engaging in any 
other pursuit. 

We concluded, as a second finding, that the difference between sal- 
aries paid to members of the judiciary and the Congress and those 
paid by private enterprise to persons of similar ability for less re- 
sponsibility has simply become too great to be fair to the American 
people, or fair to the holders of the office. We think the unfairness 
works both ways. 

We made as a third finding the fact that the salaries paid to the 
members of the judiciary and the Members of the Congress have 
lagged far behind the salary adjustments granted most officials of the 
Federal Government. 

We made an interesting study of the salary of the Chief Justice, 
and we said, suppose we took the purchasing power of the dollar, the 
cost of living of the first Chief Justice of the United States, and 
simply converted that into present salary. We found we would have 
to give him $63,400 just to meet that, if you had no change in the 
standard of living whatever, if you simply compensated for the cost 
of living from the first Chief Justice to the present day. 

That is without regard to the fact that up to 1939 neither the Fed- 
eral Government nor the State government under the opinions of the 
Supreme Court could tax the compensation of a Federal judge, and 
no State government could tax the compensation of a Member of 
Congress. 

We found on looking into congressional debates and into the whole 
history of the fixing of compensation, that compensations in the past 
had been fixed with a view to those exemptions. Yet when the exemp- 
tions were taken away, there was no adjustment made of any kind. 
Indeed, there was no adjustment made for the increase in the cost of 
living. 

You have heard, and the physical facts justify the conclusion that 
2 Congressman today is earning the equivalent of $6,000 a year of a 
Congressman in 1939. That reflects the purchasing power. Now if 
you go back a year or two, and the same with a judge, and take into 
consideration the loss incident to the payment of taxes—and I am 
sure no Congressman and no judge regrets the fact that he became 
subject to taxes—but if the compensation was originally fixed based 
on the fact that there was the exemption, simple justice would have 
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dictated there ought to be some adjustment when the exemption came 
off. 

I talked with a chief judge in the United States district court of that 
State, in which he pointed out that his purchasing power today is 
$2,700 less than when he first became a United States district judge. 
That is typical. 

Our next finding was that the salaries of the Members of the Federal 
judiciary and the Congress are and have been grossly inadequate. 
There we have the many factors which made us reach this conclusion. 
1 want only to emphasize that we did not take into consideration any 
one factor. We did not take cost of living into consideration, and we 
did not take comparison with business or Tabor. Any of those stand- 
ards would have brought us toa much higher figure. 

We had a finding and conclusion to the effect that the present rates 
of salaries for Members of the Federal judiciary and the Congress 
tend to confine those positions to persons of independent wealth or 
outside earnings. We deplored that, and I may say that dozens upon 
dozens of editorials have emphasized that. They have pointed to the 
fact that the young man today who starts out in life cannot aspire as 
one of his objec tives, if he is a man of no means, to public service. The 
public service of the future, if present compensation continues, much 
more so than in the past will be to those who are able to afford it 
because of means outside of their public compensation. 

Our next conclusion was that while there is no exact formula by 
which salaries of members of the Federal judiciary and Members of 
the Congress can be determined, accepted job evalution criteria, all of 
which are in the task force reports, and the standards historically 
applied to these offices indicate the amounts which are fair and reason- 
able. In that case we gave what the net results would be of each of 
the compensations of each group we recommended. 

We pointed out that when salaries are reviewed once in 20 years as 
I have indicated, the increase per each time must necessarily be larger 
than if they were reviewed more frequently. But we do recommend 
that Congress set up some machinery for a periodic review of the 
salaries of its Members and of the judges. 

Now, just for the figures that you requested, Mr. Chairman, and 
then I will be finished within the next 5 minutes. 

For the Justice of the Supreme Court of the United States we 
recommended a salary of $40,000 a year, which is the same salary as 
we recommended for the Vice President, who, of course, serves as 
President of the Senate; and for the Speaker. We felt that the heads 
of the three great bodies of law in the country ought to be on a parity, 
except that in the case of the Speaker and the President of the Senate 
we recommended as expense account on voucher to cover the substan- 
tial expenses to which they are put. We covered that in some detail. 

For the Associate Justices of the Supreme Court, we point out that 
our recommendation produce a net increase for them after taxes of 
$7,755; and if we thought in terms of 1939 dollars, would give them, 
the Associate Justices “of the Supreme Court, $4,752 less. than the 
salary they were receiving in 1939 

For circuit judges, and Federal judges receiving the same salary as 
circuit judges, we pointed out that our recommended increase there 
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would provide a net increase after taxes of $8,049, and would produce 
for them $542 less in 1939 dollars than the salary they received in 1939. 

For district judges and Federal judges receiving the same salaries, 
their gross increase would mean a net increase after taxes of $8,101, 
witha purchasing power increase of only $845. 

For Members of Congress, the pure hasing power of the salary after 
taxes would be incre: ased by only $1,472. 

Now, the net cost we went into very thoroughly. I may say in pass- 
ing that we thought it was a striking fact that the total expenditures 
of the two great branches of our Government, the legislative and the 
judicial; in the case of the judicial aggregate, had less than one-eighth 
of 1 percent of the Federal budget. and in the case of the legislative, 
less than one-twelfth of 1 percent of the Federal budget. So the total 
appropriation for legislative and judicial processes in this country 1s 
less than one-twenty-seventh of 1 percent of our budget. 

Now, these increases will cost the Government in the net for the 
Congress, those recommended in this report, $4,500,000 in round figures. 
For the judici lary, it is under $3 million in round figures, or an aggre- 
gate of $7.5 million, which as you have heard is less than one one- 
hundredth of 1 percent of the Federal budget. 

We also recommended with respect to ‘the present methods of pay- 
ment of official expenses of Members of Congress that they be changed. 
We felt that they were inadequate and unrealistic. We believed— 
and this had as much discussion as any other subject—that the average 
Member of Congress could be expected by his constituency, despite the 
tremendous ardors of office today, on the average in session and out, to 
get back home six times a year. We felt that if “he did, then on voucher 
his expenses ought to be compensated. We think that that is some- 
thing which is for the welfare of the Nation. No business would ever 
think of expecting any of its members to serve its constituency at home, 
and the general public of the Nation at Washington, and pay their 
own expenses to travel from one place to the other. 

We have made other recommendations in the matters covered by 
the report, but I will not burden you with them because I am sure 
the report will be carefully read by this body. 

I want to finish by saying that the members of this Commission, 
being drawn from all parts of the country, and from all segments 
of the economic life of the Nation, are fully cognizant of the delic: acy 
of Congress financing its own compensation. I think if it were not 
for that, none of us would have felt justified in putting forth the 
effort and taking the time, and calling upon the various agencies and 
businesses and labor and agriculture for their help. 

We would not have felt that we could ask people to come from over 
the Nation at their own expense to testify at these hearings if it 
were not for our realization that the Constitution places the Members 
of Congress in an extremely delicate position. 

But tod: vy we think the path has been started. We think the road 
has been pointed by an aroused citizenry wherefore the citizenry is 
informed, and we honestly think that if the Congress doesn’t treat this 
matter courageously today it may well be another generation before 
it can do so. 

Thank you. 

Senator Kerrauver. Thank you very much, Mr. Segal, for your 
excellent statement. 
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Mr. Green. May I ask you 1 or 2 questions ¢ 

In your opinion, do the same circumstances exist today which would 
justify the findings of the Commission, as existed when the report was 
first filed ¢ 

Mr. Srcar. I would say, sir, that I would consider them identical 
except 1 did mention that we ee a questionnaire to every judge in 
America and every member of the Senate and House, and received 
an amazing response. The report gives the exact figures. But hun- 
dreds of them came in, and we had these evaluators and statisticians 
going through them. I would say the situation is the same, except that 
some of the Members of C ongress and some of the judges who have 
been living on accumulated moneys are just a year worse off, 

I could cite in confidence to this body the names of judges who 
have held out this long who feel that they could not hold out as long 
as another year, and would have to resign from the bench just as did 
Judge Kennedy, who is in the room and testified before the Commis- 
sion; and Judge Rifkind, from whom we had a statement; and numer- 
ous other judges i in this country. Judge Evan Howell is in the room. 
They are men who felt that the pressures were too difficult. 

I should say that obviously the community expects a certain stand- 
ard of living from a member of the Congress or the judiciary. ‘These 
men who are maintaining that standard by digging into their private 
resources where the resources were small, are a year worse off today 
than they were before. 

Barring that, | would say the situation is identical, Mr. Green. 

Mr. Green. I have one other question, sir, if you will. There was 
some testimony this morning relating to United States attorneys. If 
my understanding is correct, the reason the commission did not take 
up that subject was because it was not within the purview of the act 
under which you were operating; is that correct / 

Mr. Secau. That is correct. We considered it, and we debated 
whether we should do what the Hoover Commission did. You remem- 
ber the Hoover Commission was charged with the responsibility of 
going into the executive departments, but it said it could not in good 
conscience make recommendations for the executive departments with- 
out pointing out that the salaries of members of the Congress and of 
the judiciary should be similarly increased. 

In that case, its recommendations with respect to the executive 
departments were acted upon. Its recommendations in the fields 
outside its own were not. 

Taking that as our guide, we thought we would avoid any state- 
ment on the subject, although those of the Commission who expressed 
themselves felt it would be unrealistic to increase the salaries of Fed- 
eral judges without increasing the salaries of the United States attor- 
neys and assistant United States attorneys, and the members of the 
Department of Justice whose compensation has always been his- 
torically related to Federal judges. I might say now it has worked 
the other way. 

The Attorney General, out of desperation and inability to get men 
for top positions, particularly when they provided that these men 
could not have the advantage of their private practice, had put in the 
appropriation bill the increases which I gather he would not like to 
have in permanent legislation. But those men are now getting actu- 
ally the increases which I think personally, not speaking for the Com- 
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mission, should be embodied in any bill increasing judicial and con- 
gressional salaries. 

Incidentally, it was embodied in Senate bill 1663, which was the 
McCarran bill to which reference has been made. 

Mr. Green. Thank you very much, Mr. Segal. 

Senator Kerauver. Are there any further questions ? 

Senator Warxrins. I have not any further questions, but I want to 
thank the gentleman for the excellent statement he has made here. I 
think every member of the judiciary, and every Member of Congress, 
should appreciate the long hours of work you put in, and the sacrifices 

made by the members of the Commission and those who testified. 

Mr. Seca. I shall relate to the members of the Commission the 
very gracious ¢ re of the chairman and of you, Senator Watkins. 

Senator Warxrns. I want to s say in connection with what I said 
earlier, that I shinks possibly the people of my State are not informed 
of the reasons why these increases are necessary. In spite of the 
apparent sentiment of the people of Utah as reflected in the editorials 
of the newspapers out there, I personally believe that your report is 
sound. I have not made up my mind as to the exact amounts of the 
increases, but I am certainly very much in the position of Senator 
Dirksen from Illinois. 

I may be a candidate again, and I expect to be—the good Lord 
willing—and under those circumstances I will take my chances with 
the people out there, because when they are informed, I know they are 
fair people. 

Mr. Sreau. I will not quote the name of an eminent, and perhaps 
veteran Member of the Congress—I am not sure of that—who at one 
of our meetings said that when Congress first had a bill before it to in- 
crease compensation, his niece, in whose hunches he had much more 
confidence than in his own political s sagacity, said “Uncle, don’t expect 
to come back to Congress from our State,” which i is a rural State, “7 
you vote yourself an increase in compensation.” And this distin- 
guished Member of the Congress paused and said “Well, that is ¢ 
chance I must take.” 

He increased his salary and it went from $7.500 to $10,000. He got 
only 3 letters in his fan mail on the subject, all 3 coming, of 
course, from friends who said “What a darn fool you were; why didn’t 
you make it $1,000 a month?” He was reelected and his opponent only 
once at a smoker, in fairly rough language, referred to the fact that this 
distinguished current Member of the Congress and many, many years 
a Member, had voted himself an increase. And he arose in response 
and he said “Why that fellow. when the compensation was $7,500, 
wasn’t interested in coming to Congress. Now that it is $10,000, he is 
a candidate.” He said he never heard the issue mentioned in the rest 
of his campaign. 

I should be delighted, Senator Watkins, to come out to Utah to talk 
to any group, because I am so firmly convinced that no fairminded 
man would object. I didn’t start w ith this conviction, and neither did 
the other members of the Commission. I am so firmly convinced that 
no group of American people spoken to with conviction, and given the 
facts, would rule against an increase that I would chance any audience, 
however hostile at the outset. 

We did not get any recommendations below $10,000 increase. The 
$12,500 I would have to say in all frankness, we hesitated upon, until 
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we realized why we were hesitating. When we caught ourselves in 
the act of looking at political expediency, we concluded that was not 
our function and we came to the decision we thought was the correct 
and courageous one. 

But I may say, for such guidance as it is, that we received no 
recommendation from the organized groups of labor or agriculture 
or business or the professions, or anyone else, for an increase in an 
amount less than $10,000. It is my personal view that if an increase 
is granted, if the difference were between $7,500 as some House and 
Senate bills provide, and $10,000, to take a figure that I have heard 
widely mentioned, I don’t think that it would shift the opinion of 
a single newspaper or a single citizen to take the lower figure rather 
than the higher figure. 

I would have to say in all frankness that when it gets above that, 
the exploration of public sentiment becomes a major consideration. 

Senator Warkrys. I mentioned in the last campaign when the Re- 
publicans needed a candidate in a hurry out there, and we called upon 
the president of a college to be the candidate, he did at considerable 
financial sacrifice. That was an immediate sacrifice, because what 
he was being paid as president of the college, together with other 
things that came to him as a result of that employment, made it 
necessary for him to take less income here than he would be receiv- 
ing at home. 

Mr. Srcau. The chancellors of the universities who testified said that 
in their experience people holding corresponding positions in educe 
tion are all paid higher with many less draws on their expense accounts 
than are the Members of Congress or the Federal = lary. 

Senator Kerauver. Mr. Secal, we appreciate your testimony, and 
I want to join in paying high tribute to you and to the members of 
your commission on the very thorough job that you have accom- 
plished. 

Mr. Srear. I thank you very much. 

Senator Krravuver. Mr. Segal, I believe some members of your 
commission are here. All of the distinguished gentlemen and ladies 
here will be given an opportunity of testifying. We would be glad 
to have their views. 

Are any members of your commission present who are not going 
to testify, but whom we should note for appearance in the rec ord to 
show that they are present ? 

Mr. Srear. Yes, we could mention Chief Judge Stephens who was 
an advisory member of the commission. 


Senator Kerauver. We are always delighted to have you with this 
committee. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD M. STEPHENS, CHIEF JUDGE OF THE 


UNITED STATES CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 


Judge Stepnens. I will be glad to testify very briefly because I am 
here to represent the Judicial Conference of the United States. 


Mr. Srecat. And Senator Kem, whom I believe does not intend to 
testify. 
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Senator KErauver. The committee is delighted to have our former 
colleague, Senator Kem, who served as an ‘advi isory member of this 
eommanaiinen. 

Mr. Srcau. I have already referred to Mr. Rhyne, whose work, if 
anything went beyond being a member of the commission, but I don’t 
believe he plans to testify. 

And James L. Miller, our executive director who is on the staff 
of the Senate Judiciary Committee, is also present. 

Senator Kerauver. We see Mr. Miller several times every week. 

Mr. Wright, as president of the American Bar Association, do you 
have some leaders of the American Bar present who perhaps are not 
going to testify, and if they can come back this afternoon we would 
be delighted to have them; but if they cannot I would like to have 
you introduce them now. 


STATEMENT OF LOYD WRIGHT, PRESIDENT OF THE AMERICAN 
BAR ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Wricur. I would like to introduce Mr. Ledoux Provesty of 
Louisiana, who is on the Board of Governors of the American Bar 
Association. 

Senator Kreravuver. We are very happy to have you and we will 
ote your appearance here, Mr. Provesty. 

Mr. Wricgur. And Mr. Smithe Gambrell, of Atlanta, Ga. 

Senator Krerauver. I have known Mr. Gambrell for some 20 years, 
and we are neighbors down in our part of the country. 

Mr. Wricut. He isa very fine neighbor, I have found out. 

Senator Kreravver. He is a good neighbor, indeed. We are glad 
to have you here. 

Mr. Wricur. The distinguished Jim Barnes, Congressman from 
Washington, D. C. 

Senator Krerauver. Beginning back in 1939 I had the privilege of 
serving on the fee Judiciary Committee with C ongressman Barnes, 
and we are old and good friends. 

Mr. Mircnetn.. Mr. Barnes is a member of our committee and 
very useful member of the committee. 

Senator Keravver. He is a member of the American Bar Associa- 
tioncommittee. Are you going to testify this afternoon ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES M. BARNES, A FORMER MEMBER OF 
THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Mr. Barnes. I think it has been covered, and I think that you are 
familiar with everything, and I could not add to what has been said. 

Senator Krrauver. Well, I am sure I could testify that Mr. Barnes 
is doing much better as a practicing lawyer financialwise than he ever 
cid asa Member za the House. 

Mr. Barnes. I will agree to that. 

Mr. Wricitr. Mr. Charles Murray, past president of the District of 
Columbia bar is here. 

Senator Kerauver. We are very glad to have you with us. 
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STATEMENT OF CHARLES B. MURRAY, PRESIDENT OF THE BAR 
ASSOCIATION OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Murray. I am here to state that the Bar Association unani- 
mously endorses in principle the measures that are being consid- 
ered here. 

Senator Krrauver. Are you the recent president, Mr. Murray ? 

Mr. Murray. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Kerauver. Thank you very much for your presence here 
today. 

Mr. Chandler and Mr. Shaffroth are here. Mr. Chandler is the ad- 
ministrative officer of the Supreme Court, as is Mr. Shaffroth. Will 
you testify this afternoon, or will you be present ? 


STATEMENT OF HENRY P. CHANDLER, ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 
OF THE UNITED STATES COURTS, ACCOMPANIED BY WILL SHAFF- 


ROTH, OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES 
COURTS 


Mr. Cuanpier. I will not testify, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the subcommittee, except that I would say that the Judicial Confer- 
ence of the United States under which I act has expressed the definite 
opinion in resolution twice. Most recently it was at a time when we 
held a conference in September. I have not the resolution in my hand, 
but I have given it to Chief Judge Stephens who is a representative on 
the Conference and Judge Biggs, who is unable to be here. 

The sense of the resolution is that a substantial increase in the 
salaries of Federal judges will be in the interest of the administration 
of Federal justice, and that the Judicial Conference recommends that 
such increases be authorized. Judge Stephens has the precise resolu- 
tion, and it can be filed. 

Senator Keravuver. Thank you very much, Mr. Chandler. 

I think we had better recess at this time until 2: 15, and we will try 
to finish as soon as possible this afternoon with all of the remaining 
witnesses. 

We will set a time for any witnesses In opposition fo appear. 

The committee will stand in recess until 2: 15. 

(Whereupon, at 12:50 p.m. the hearing was recessed to reconvene 
at 2:15 p.m. the same day.) 


AFTER RECESS 


(The hearing was resumed at 2: 30 p.m.) 

Senator Kreravver. The committee will come to order. 

I am addressing my remarks to Mr. Charles Rhyne, the General 
Counsel for the Commission. Was any consideration given by your 
Commission to increases in salary for the municipal judges of the 
District of Columbia ? 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES S. RHYNE, GENERAL COUNSEL, COMMIS- 
SION ON JUDICIAL AND CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 


Mr. Riryne. Yes, Senator Kefauver. We had before our Commis- 
sion, as I recall it, a letter addressed to Senator McCarran, to which 
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we responded that making recommendations for the municipal court 
judges was beyond the jurisdiction of the Commission. But we pointed 
out in that letter that the same reasons which apply to the reeommenda- 
tions for increases for the district and circuit court judges applied 
equally to the municipal court judges. 

Senator Keravuver. That isa matter that will be properly considered 
by the District committees in the Senate and the House of Repre- 
sentatives. 

Mr. Ruyne. I think that is true. 

Senator Kerauver. We of course hope that if some adjustment is 
made as a result of this legislation, their situation will be looked into 
by those committees. 

Mr. Ruyne. As I recall the discussion before the Commission, those 
municipal court judges on the trial municipal court receive about 
$2,000 less than the district court judges, and it was the thought that 
they should maintain that same differential. 

Senator Kerauver. Thank you, Mr. Rhyne. 

The Honorable Harold M. Kennedy is the next witness, former 
United States district judge for the eastern district of New York. 

It is good of you to come and be with us, Mr. Kennedy. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD M. KENNEDY, MEMBER OF THE 
FIRM OF BURLINGHAM, HUPPER & KENNEDY, FORMER JUDGE 
OF THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN 
DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 


Senator Kerauver. We know you have to catch a train, so will you 
roceed with your statement at this time. Are you now practicing law 
in the city of New York? 

Mr. Kennepy. Yes. I am a member of the firm of Burlingham, 
Hupper & Kennedy, at 27 William Street, Manhattan, N. Y., and have 
been since the fall of 1952, at which time my resignation became effec- 
tive from the Federal bench of the eastern district of New York, where 
I had been for 8 years. Prior to that time I had spent 5 years as 
United States attorney for that same district. 

Senator Kerauver. You served as United States attorney for 6 
years, and you were appointed and served as district judge for 8 years? 

Mr. Kennepy. United States attorney for 5 years, and district judge 
for 8 years. 

Senator Kerauver. And you resigned to go into active practice ? 

Mr. Kennepy. Yes. 

At the time I became United States attorney, I was 44. At the time 
I resigned, I was 57. 

Prior to my time as United States attorney, I had been a partner 
in a firm practicing in Brooklyn. One of my partners later became 
a justice of the supreme court of the State, and the other one is pres- 
ently president of the New York State Bar Association. 

My intention was to spend just a very brief time in the United 
States attorney’s office, and it just so happened I went in there in 1939 
when the Germans marched into Poland, and from 1939 to 1944, I was 
busy handling security cases. I think I tried more espionage cases 
than any United States attorney ever did, both in the number of cases 
and the number of defendants. 
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After I went on the bench, or during my time on the bench, I 
handled some large Public Utility Holding C ompany Act reorganiza- 
tions, railroad reorganizations, tried a great number of cases of all 
sorts—criminal, admiralty, and patent “and I may say, Mr. Chair- 
man, that from a lawyer’s point of view, I think it is the most chal- 
lenging position there is, and one of the finest positions in the whole 
judicial system. I parted with it with great regret. But I discovered 
that my take-home pay, as somebody made reference to, was $900 a 
month if you take off taxes, State and Federal. I lived moderately. 
I never had a car, and my wife never had a maid. I paid $100 a 
month rent, which is quite moderate in that area. But, no matter 
how you did it, your expenses ran to about $700 a month. So that 
left you $200 for clothing, doctors, dentists, travel—of which there 
was none—vacation—of which there was none—and tuition of your 
children if you had any. I have one son who went through college 
on the GI bill of rights and worked his way through law ‘school. 

So I was just in a position where my wife had no security whatever, 
and in 1952 at the Judicial Conference, when Mr. Chandler in response 
to questions said there was no chance of the judges’ pay being increased 
or of the widows getting an annuity, even at the judges’ expense, I 
turned to one of my colleagues and I said, “I am quitting.” I said 
“They will have nothing but rich men and bachelors on this bench.” 

I had not protected myself very well with insurance, and I was just 
forced into the decision. 

The same experience was had—and comparisons are odious—by 
one of the very able judges in the southern district, Simon H. Rifkind, 
who resigned a year before me, who is now a partner in Paul, Wise, 
Wharton & Rifkind. That is Randolph Paul, the tax expert, one of 
the very big firms in Manhattan. My own firm is 100 years old, not 
in direct line but in line of descent. It is one of the leading admiralty 
firms in the country. 

Now there are several of the other younger judges in the southern 
district thinking of quitting. That I know. 

Senator Kerauver. Are there any questions? Senator Watkins? 

Senator Warxrns. Do you think if we get through the Congress 
this pay raise as recommended by the Commission, they would stay ? 4 

Mr. Kennepy. I am pretty positive that they will. I would have. 
Because, you see, it gives them just about enough, if they live modestly, 
to build up some kind of a reserve. Somebody said here this morning 
it gives them $8,000 take-home money. I think that is at the $25,000 
level. You can see if you add to what you have left over, which I put 
at $200 a month, after your absolutely essential expenses, you have 
got something. You might be able to put away $5,000 a year. 

Senator Warxrns. You are figuring you would have $8,000 of the 
increase to take home, and not the - full s: sal: ary. 

Mr. Kennepy. Oh, no. It is just a case where at the present level, 
at least in the metropolitan area, and I expect in most places—my wife 
is younger than I am by about 5 years, and undoubtedly will survive 
me—you cannot put away enough or cover yourself with enough insur- 
ance to provide against her selling apples, under the present state cf 
the law. 

Senator Warkrns. I note in setting forth your expenses, you men- 
tioned $100 a month for rent. I think that is probably fairly average 
over the country, at least in the better residential districts. 
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Mr. Kennepy. | live in Brooklyn, a good residential district, but 
they do not get the rents there that they get in Manhattan. Were I 
to live in Manhattan, for the same space I would pay about three times 
that much. 

Senator Warkrys. Even in a city like Salt Lake City, to get a good 
apartment you have to pay at least $100 a month. 

Mr. Kennepy. I would think so. 

Senator Krravuver. Would you mind, Mr. Kennedy, not in accurate 
figures, but just give is some idea of your compensation as a Federal 
judge as compared with what you might be receiving now / 

Mr. Kennepy. I have no objection at all. 

For the year 1954, on my tentative return I paid $32,000 in tax. 

Senator Kreravver. You paid a tax on $32,000? 

Mr. Krennepy. No, Senator. 

Senator Kerauver. I think that gives us a good enough idea. 

We are indeed honored to have Chief Judge Harold M. Stephenis, 
with whom this committee has had many pleasant associations, the 
chief judge of the Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia. 

Senator Warkrins. May I add to that, that my associations with 
the judge I think go back many, many years before, and they have 
always been pleasant from the first time I met him when I was a 
student at Columbia Law School and the judge a student at Harvard 
Law School. We traveled on the same train once, and that is where 
we met. 

Later on we became associates and assistant prosecutors in Salt 
Lake County, back in 1914. 

Senator Keravuver. I know we have heard you speak of Judge 
Stephens many, many times. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD M. STEPHENS, CHIEF JUDGE OF THE 
UNITED STATES CIRCUIT COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 


Judge Sternens. It has been a very rewarding friendship to me, I 
assure you. 

Senator Warkrns. And Utah is very proud of Judge Stephens. He 
is one of our most distinguished citizens. 

Judge Srepnens. Thank you very much, Arthur. I appreciate it. 

Senator Krravuver. Will you tell us about this matter, Judge 
Stephens. 

Judge Srernens. I am here for a very limited purpose, Senator 
Kefauver. As you have said, I am chief judge of the Circuit Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia, and as such I am a member 
of the Judicial Conference of the United States. 

Senator Kerauver. For the benefit of the laymen, the Judicial Con- 
ference is made up of the chief judges of the 10 circuits? 

Judge Sreruens. Of the Chief Justice of the United States Su- 
preme Court, and the Chief Judge of each of the 11 judicial circuits. 
The District of Columbia Circuit is not called the 11th, but it is the 
11th in actuality. 

Senator Kerauver. I see. 

Judge Srernens. I am here to speak for the Judicial Conference, 
of which, as I say, I am a member. I am also a member of its so- 
called advisory or executive committee. 
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Chief Judge John Biggs, of the Third Circuit, was to have been 
here today. I talked to him last night on the telephone, in Puerto 
Rico. He is down there holding court, and it was not possible for 
him to get back. He sent his regrets and respects to the committee, 
and asked me to convey his remarks along with my own. We have 
worked together on the Judicial Conference for many years. 

As you know, gentlemen, the Judicial Conference of the United 
States was created in 1939 by the Congress to administer the fiscal and 
business affairs of the United States courts, and their administrative 
affairs other than the Supreme Court. We sit always twice a year, 
and sometimes three times a year. Then we work through commit- 
tees in the interim. 

Mr. Chandler who spoke this morning is our executive officer, and 
he operates under our supervision. 

We are elso under the statutes obliged to report to the Congress on 
the condition of the judiciary and make recommendations to the Con- 
gress for legislation affecting the well-being of the judiciary. 

The Conference therefore has on two occasions considered, among 
other items, this problem of judicial salaries. It felt some diffidence 
in expressing itself on that subject, just as Congressmen and Sen- 
ators feel some diffidence in expressing themselves about their own 
salaries. We felt that we should express ourselves for the benefit of 
the judges of the country as our duty to them. Also, we ought to 
share the responsibility with you, in a sense, with respect to such a 
recommendation, 

Accordingly, at the last meeting of the Conference in September 
1954, we passed the following resolution : 

The Conference reaffirmed the view expressed at the April 1954 session, that 
substantial increases in the salaries of the judges of the United States courts 


are in the interest of maintaining the efficient administration of justice and 
again recommends to the Congress the enactment of legislation to that end. 


We made a similar recommendation in the April session of 1954, 
which is of record. 

There is nothing more to which I need testify, but it would not be 
inappropriate for me to say this: I was 1 of the 3 advisory members 
for the judiciary, of the Commission on Judicial and Congressional 
Salaries, whose chairman you last listened to, Mr. Segal. Chief Jus- 
tice Warren appointed me and Chief Judge John Biggs, Jr., of the 
Third Circuit, whom I have just mentioned, and Judge William M. 
Byrne, United States District Judge for the Southern District of 

California. We were the three advisory members of the Commission 
ie the judiciary. 

We served throughout the session with the C ommission, and aided 
them by such advice as they called upon us to give with respect to 
the operation of the Federal courts in this s country. 

I was a trial judge with my friend, Senator Arthur Watkins. I 
think you succeeded me in time. 

Senator WaTkKrins. Several years later. 

Judge SrerHens. We were on the same court as trial judges of 
general jurisdiction, civil and criminal. 

It was a prosecuting attorney. I have now been a United States 
circuit court of appeals judge for about 20 years. 

Senator Watkins. You were in the Justice Department for many 
years. 
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Judge Sreruens. I was Assistant Attorney General for 2 years, one 
of the assistants to Homer Cummings, and I was head of the Antitrust 
Division, and now and. then was called Deputy Attorney General. I 
think I met you, Senator, at that time when you were in the House. 

Senator Keravver. That is right. 

Judge Sreruens. I just wanted to indicate that I have had some 
experience in judicial work. 

I would like to add this to what has been said, because perhaps the 
members of the Commission proper, that is, the voting members—we 
did not vote—might not feel disposed to say it about themselves. I 
think I could say without exaggeration that I doubt if I have ever 
heard a proceeding conducted with the thoroughness and care and with 
the high sense of public responsibility that that Commission conducted 
its proceedings. Leaders of agriculture and business and the profes- 
sions and labor throughout the country came down here and, except 
for a small per diem which could not have covered their expenses, 
served 60 days on the Commission, on the task forces, working dili- 
gently as citizens with a high sense of public interest in this project. 

I think the way they operated as I have described it should lend 
great weight to their recommendations. 

Senator Keravuver. Thank you very much, Judge Stephens. 

Senator Watkins, do you have any questions ? 

Senator Warxrns. I think that covers it pretty well, with what has 
been said previously and what will probably be added by other 
witnesses. 

Judge SterHens. I am privileged to appear here. 

Senator Keravver. We appreciate very much the benefit of your 
counsel. 

Judge SrerueNns. I should have added, sir, that Senator Kilgore 
telephoned me the day before yesterday and asked me if the Judicial 
Conference wished to express itself, and I told him the Conference had 
passed this resolution and he asked me to present it. 

This is a letter from Mr. Chandler to Senator Kilgore. 

Senator Keravver. That will be made a part of the record at this 
point. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES Courts, 
SUPREME Court BUILDING, 
Washington D. C., January 24, 1955. 
Hon. Har.ey M. KILcore, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR KriicorE: In response to your request conveyed to me through 
Judge Stephens, I give you enclosed a report of the action of the Judicial 
Conference of the United States at its annual meeting in September 1954 on 
the subject of increases in the salaries of judges of the United States courts. 
The Conference reaffirmed the view previously expressed in April 1954 that 
“substantial increases in the salaries of the judges of the United States courts 
are in the interest of maintaining the efficient administration of justice and 
again recommends to the Congress the enactment of legislation to that end.” 
As indicated, the report enclosed is a reaffirmation of the action of the Judicial 
Conference at its previous meeting in April 1954. 

With kind regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
HENRY P. CHANDLER. 


Senator Keravver. Let the record show that Judge Stephens was 


invited by the committee to appear, representing the Judicial Con- 
ference. 
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The Honorable Paul W. Brosman, judge of the United States Court 
of Military Appeals, has been asked to appear as a witness. 
Weare glad to have you here, Judge Brosman. 


STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL W. BROSMAN, JUDGE, UNITED STATES 
COURT OF MILITARY APPEALS 


Judge Brosman. I am very grateful to you for this opportunity, 
but in view of what has been said, and particularly what has just been 
said by Chief Judge Harold Stephens, I cannot think of anything I 
could add which would be of use to the committee. 

Senator Watkins. Do vou endorse all that has been said ? 

Judge Brosman. Wholly, sir. 

Senator Warkrns. I wanted the record to show that. 

Judge BrosMANn. I will stand by what has been said by the witnesses 
this morning, and what was said before the Commission by your and 
my good fr ‘end and my associate, Judge George W. Latimer, who 
appe: xared before the Commission. 

Senator Watkins. That is another man from Utah, formerly 
member of our supreme court. 

Judge Brosman. He served 4 years of a 10-year term when he 
same to our court. 

Senator Kerauver. I should like to say while you are here, Judge 
Brosman, that as a member of the Committee on Armed Services, a 
had the privilege of acting as chairman of a subcommittee to hold hear- 
ings on the Unified Code of Military Justice, which established the 
Court of Military Appeals. I followed your activity and the activity 
of your court during these 4 or 5 years, and I have been highly pleased 
with the excellent judicial manner in which the court has been con- 
ducted, as well as with the high type of members we have on that court. 

Judge Brosman. Thank you, and I am sure my two senior associates 
will join me in an expression of appreciation. 

Senator Kerauver. The committee has invited former Congress- 
man and Judge Evan Howell to testify. 

Judge Howell, will you come around on this side. 

We might let the record show that Judge Evan Howell was elected 
to the House of Representatives and started serving in January of 
1941, from the 21st District of Illinois. I had the privilege of being 
his next-door neighbor in the House Office Building during much of 
that time. 

Judge Howell retired from the House and accepted an appointment 
as a member of the United States Court of Claims. 

We are very happy to have you with us today, Judge Howell. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EVAN HOWELL, FORMER MEMBER OF CON- 


GRESS AND FORMER JUDGE OF THE UNITED STATES COURT OF 
CLAIMS 


Mr. Howetxi. Mr. Chairman, all I can offer is my own personal 
experience as a Member of Congress. 

I was very much impressed with our distinguished friend from 
New York and his testimony. I ran for Congress first in 1938, and 
was defeated in the primary. Of course I started immediately to run 
for 1940, and I was successful. 
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L arrived here very much as most of these young Congressmen and 
inany of the Senators do. I think at that time I was about $3,000 in 
debt, in January of 1941. 

Of course, in those days Congressmen were paid a salary of $10,000 
a year: and based on the standards in Springfield and Sangamon 
County, Ill., I thought in 3 months I could be out of debt, and that 
£500 a month would not be hard to pay off. 

[ found it took me 3 years even to catch up to the Sergeant-at-Arms. 
Three years after I was elected, I finally got even with the Sergeant- 
at-Arms over on the House of Representatives side. I was reelected 
in 1942. and again in 1944, and again in 1946, 

But in the meantime, the experiences I had are typical of expenses 
of young Congressmen who came in at that time. I was fortunate 
when I first came to town to find an apartment with everything fur- 
nished, for $100 a month, out on Connecticut Avenue. 

Shortly thereafter the war broke out, and living quarters became 
more difficult to find, and I finally wound up with a furnished apart- 
ment out in Fairfax Village. As my family increased, I went to a 
furnished house out on 28th Street, all of the time maintaining a house 
in Springfield, with the utilities on, completely furnished. 

Then in 1945, it became a question of whether there would be a home 
anywhere for a family of five, and so I bought a house out in Wesley 
Heights. That is the house which T own tod: av. The mortgage today 
is a little bit smaller than it was at the time I bought it back in 1945. 
There is still a mortgage. 

Of course, my opponents took a picture of that house in the 1946 
campaign and ran it in the paper, and they said, “This is Congress- 
man Howell’s $50,000 mansion in Washington,” which is something 
every candidate for public office has to expect. 

Senator Watkins. You did not make the mistake of buying it on 
Dupont Circle. 

Mr. Howett. No, I did not. But I did the same as most young men 
who came to Congress with young families. 

There is no need to go too much into detail. Senator Kefauver and 

did serve as colleagues and members of the same select committee 
investigating the problems of small business back in those days. We 
have seen our wake colleagues resign and go into private industry, 
or not stand for reelection. 

I think of two particularly from the great State of Texas, one who 
resigned to go back and accept a position with the Bell Telephone 
System, father of six children, and another who resigned to head a 
large association in Washington, both very able and both distinct 
credits to their congressional districts and the Congress of the United 
States, hut because these considerations had to be made—the welfare 
of not only themselves but their families was concerned—while it is 
a great honor to serve in the House of Representatives as well as on 
the Federal bench, there comes a time when other considerations have 
to be met besides the welfare of the individual, no matter how desirous 
he is of serving in a representative capacity or as a member of the Fed- 
eral judiciary. 

The fact that you maintain 2 homes, 1 in your own congressional 
district and 1 in the seat of the Nation’s Government, the fact that you 
are called upon to make frequent trips back and forth, the fact that 
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these many demands are made upon your private resources that 
everybody is familiar with who serves in these capacities, makes it 
extremely difficult for people of younger years to even consider the 
possibility of standing for election to representative office, or to accept 
an appointment ona high Federal bench. 

So in 1947 when I was offered the opportunity of going to the 
United States Court of Claims, I resigned from Congress and accepted 
that position. 

Senator Warkins. That position pays more than the regular judici- 
ary, does it not ¢ 

Mr. Howetu. $17,500. 

Senator Kerauver. It is on a par with the circuit court of appeals. 

Mr. Howerni. Yes. So in 1946 we were called upon to vote for in- 
creases in congressional salaries, and at that time they were increased 
from $10,000 to $12,500, and of course I stood for that reelection as 
well as the distinguished chairman. And there were very few refer- 
ences made around my district as to that vote for the increase, but in 
case the question ever was raised and someone said, “Well, I see you 
voted to increase your own salary,” the most ready answer was, “Well, 
wouldn’ t you if you had a chance to vote for an increase in your own 
salary?” " Most people would, 

There was a small amount of criticism which did not manifest itself 
in the election returns in 1946. That was true as far as I know. 

The salary of a judge of the United States Court of Claims was 
$17,500, In 1947, the difference between $12,500 and $17,500 looked 
considerable. It was $5,000 a year. But within 5 years, by 1952, 
the purchasing power of the dollar had f: oe so low that that $5,000 
increase in salary was purely illusory. So I found myself no better 
off after 5 years of service on the Federal bench than I was at the 
time I left Congress. 

I had the alternatives that these gentlemen mentioned here. IT had 
throughout the years built up an insurance program for the protection 
of my wife and my family. I could very well have surrendered those 
policies, of course, and lowered my standard of living and sold the 
house and moved out to some cheaper section of Washington. But 
that did not seem to me to be the sacrifice that a person should be 
called upon to make in order to remain a member of the Federal 
judiciary. Sol did resign on September 1, 1953. 

Since then I have endeavored to run a one-man office, pretty much, 
here in Washington and out in Illinois, and at the same time to dis- 
charge some responsibilities in the executive department of the State 
of Illinois. That duty I assumed out of consideration of the burdens 
the Governor of a large State of that size is bound to have, and since 
he was a former Member of Congress and colleague of ours, I was 
persuaded to accept a place out there in his executive department, 
which requires considerably more time than I anticipated, but neverthe- 
less it does. But I dothat. I perform that responsibility today more 
out of sympathy for the holders of high executive office in this country 
rather than my own personal welfare. 

I did resign in 1953. I determined to enter private practice on my 
own. I find that even now, I devote part of my time to the executive 
affairs of the State of Illinois. 

With reference to the bill now pending before this body here today, 
the testimony which has been heard heretofore has been tremendously 





76 SALARIES OF JUSTICES, JUDGES, AND MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 


impressive. I was invited to appear before the Commission investi- 

gating the proposed increases in salaries, as I was invited to appear 

here today. I think the most impressive thing to be considered when 
you talk about your salaries is your actual purchasing power. 

I was over on the other side for lunch today with my former col- 
leagues, and naturally, being full of this subject, I referred to these 
proposed increases in sal: ary. I do not believe that they have been 
brought out in this manner by any previous witnesses, and If I may, I 
would like to call your attention to the fact that an increase in salary 
of $5,000 would actually amount to $1,079 less in purchasing power 
than the salary of $10,000 in 1940. 

An increase of $7,500 in your salary today would actually result in 
$196 less in purchasing power than the salary of $10,000 in 1940. 

For an increase of $10,000, that is the first time you show actually 
more purchasing power. You have a net purchasing power of $662 
more than you did on a congressional salary of $10,000 1n 1939. 

So when you think of increases in congressional and judicial salaries, 
I think that is the real consideration to make. That is, the purchasing 
power of your dollar as compared with what it was w hen these salaries 
were first determined upon, 

Senator Warkins. That is the same basis that labor union officials 
contend for when they are asking for raises from employers. 

Mr. Howe... Exactly. 

Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that this has not been placed in 
your record, with your permission I will offer it for the record at 
this time. 

Senator Kerauver. It will be made a part of the record and printed 
in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


MEMORANDUM WITH REFERENCE TO PURCHASING POWER OF SALARIES OF FEDERAL 
JUDGES AND CONGRESSMEN WIrH CERTAIN INCREASES 


The report of the Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries sets forth 
on page 24 the net increase in salaries of the Federal judiciary recommended by 
the Commission and the purchasing power of those salaries, after taxes, in terms 
of 1959 dollars. The following table gives this information for increases of 
$5,000, $7,500, and $10,000 using the cost of living index for November 1954 to 
translate net income after taxes into purchasing power in terms of 1939 dollars. 

For the Chief Justice, increases of $5,000, $7,500, and $10,000 would provide 
net increases after taxes of $2,873, $4,198, and $5,484, respectively. In terms of 
1939 purchasing power, salary increases in these amounts, after taxes, would 
still produce substantially less in 1939 dollars than the 1939 salary of $20,500 
less taxes, to wit: for a $5,000 salary increase, $7,555 less; for a $7,500 increase, 
$6,866 less, and for a $10,000, $6,197 less. 

For the Associate Justices, the net increases after taxes and the decreases in 
purchasing power compared with the 1939 salary of $20,000 would be as follows: 


1939 
salary | | 
| $5,000 | $7,5 $10,000 


| | 

Saami P $20, 000 | $30,000 | $32, 500 $35, 000 
Ne t after tax- 18,486 | 21,566] 22,899 | 24, 200 
Actual purchasing powe r of sal: ary le $s tax in 1939 dollars_____ 18,486 | 11,214] 11,907 12, 584 
Decrease in purchasing power compared with 1939__...____- Besson | 7, 272 | 6, 579 | 5, 902 


Present salary increased by— 
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For circuit judges and Federal judges receiving the same salaries gross in- 
ereases of $5,000, $7,500, and $10,000 would have the following effect as com- 
pared with 1939: 


| Present salary increased by— 


| 
$5,000 $7,500 $10,000 


Salary es Sigs dees ; _| $12,500 | $22,500 | $25,000} $27, £00 
Net after tax <acue-f -yaee 17, 106 18, 656 | 20, 141 
Actual purchasing power of salary less tax in 1939 dollars..-___- , Bf 8, 895 9, 701 | 10, 473 
Decrease in purchasing power compared with 1939_ 3, 003 2, 197 | 1,425 


For district judge and Federal judges receiving the same salaries, gross 
increases of $5,000, $7,500, and $10,000 would have the following effect as 
compared with 19389: 


Present salery increased by— 


$5,000 $7,500 $10,000 


| 
Salary * --| $10,000 | $20,000 $22, 500 $25, 000 
Net after ta ix | 9, #28 15, 468 | 17, 106 | 18, 656 
Actual purchasing power of salary less tax in 1939 dollars_ 9, 628 8, 043 | 8, 895 9, 701 
Increase or decreese in purchasing power compared with 1939__.| _- —1, 585 | —733 +73 


Note.—These figures are derived from table 4 on p. 79 of the reports of the task forees of the Commission 
(S. Doe. No. 97, 83d Cong., 2d sess.). 


For Members of Congress increases of $5,000, 87,500 and $10,000 would pro- 
vide net increases after taxes over present salary of $3,588, $5,286 and $6,936 
respectively. In terms of 1939 purchasing power, salary increases in these 
amounts would produce increases or decreases in purchasing power as com- 
pared with the 1939 salary of $10,000 in the following amounts: for a $5,000 
salary increase, $1,079 less; for a $7,500 increase $196 less; and for a $10,000 
increase, $662 more. The tax is figured on the basis of present salary of $12,500 
plus an expense allowance of $2,500 with an allowable $3,000 tax deduction for 
living expenses in Washington. 

The cost of living index for November 1954 was 191.6 on the 1935-39 basis, 
compared with 192.3 for November 1953. Therefore the purchasing power of 
the dollar now compared with 1939 is 52 cents, the same figure used in the 
report of the Commission’s task force on the judiciary. The Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 made no change in the tax rates used in computing the taxes 
for salary increases in the same task force report. 

Senator Warxins. I have no questions. 

Senator Kerauver. Judge Howell, we appreciate very much your 
taking the time to come and appear before our committee. It is un- 
fortunate that men of great ability like I know you have, serving 
as a member of the Court of Claims where I know you enjoyed your 
work, because of inadequate compensation felt it necessary to resign 
and enter private practice. I think your case is a very good exhibit, 
as you say, of the importance of this legislation. Thank you very 
much. 


Is there anyone else here to testify or who would like to testify ? 
On January 21, as chairman of the subcommittee, I sent a telegram 
as follows, among others, to the presidents of the various bar associa- 


tions—the telegram asks their opinion about this legislative proposal, 
and that will be read into the record at this point. 
(The telegram referred to follows :) 


57814—535— 
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[Telegram] 


JANUARY 21, 1955. 
Public hearing has been scheduled on legislation designed to increase salaries 
of United States judges, Justices and Members of Congress for 10 a. m., Tuesday, 
January 25, 1955, in room 424, Senate Office Building. Any expression of opinion 
or recommendation relative to this subject by your organization would be 
appreciated. 


Estes KEFAUVER. 
Subcommittee Chairman, 
To following list: 

Walter B. Jones, president, Alabama State Bar, Courthouse, Montgomery, 
Ala. 

Arthur M. Davis, Esq., president, State Bar of Arizona, 641 Security Building, 
Phoenix, Ariz. 

J. M. Smallwood, Esq., president, Bar Association of Arkansas, Russellville, 
Ark. 

Dewitt A. Higgs, Esq., president, The State Bar of California, Bank of 
America Building, San Diego, Calif. 

Charles J. Kelly, Esq., president, Colorado Bar Association, 1044 Gas and 
Electric Building, Denver 2, Colo. 

Allyn Brown, Jr., Esq., president, State Bar Association of Connecticut, 120 
groadway, Norwich, Conn. : 

William H. Foulk, Esq., president, The Delaware State Bar Association, 
Delaware Trust Building, Wilmington, Del. 

Charles B. Murray, Esq., president, Bar Association of The District of 
Columbia, 1001 Connecticut Avenue, Washington, D. C. 

Darrey A. Davis, Esq., president, The Florida Bar, 605 Lincoln Road, Miami 
Beach, Fla. 

Hon. John J. Flynt, Jr., president, Georgia Bar Association, House Office 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

M. Marumato, Esq., president, Bar Association of Hawaii, Bishop National 
Bank Branch Building, Honolulu, Hawaii. 

L. F. Racine, Jr., Esq., president, Idaho State Bar, Post Office Box 1245, 
Pocatello, Idaho. 

Karl C. Williams, Esq., president, Illinois State Bar Association, News 
Tower, Rockford, IIL. 

William S. Isham, Esq., president, Indiana State Bar Association, Fowler, 
Ind. 

Clyde E. Jones, Esq., president, Iowa State Bar Association, Union Bank 
Building, Ottumwa, Iowa 

Claude I. Depew, Esq., president, Bar Association of State of Kansas, First 
National Bank Building, Wichita, Kans. 

Oldham Clarke, Esq., president, Kentucky State Bar Association, 1112 Ken- 
tucky Home Life Building, Louisville, Ky. 

R. B. Montgomery, Jr., Esq., president, Louisiana State Bar Association, 
Maritime Building, New Orleans, La. 

George F. Eaton, Esq., president, Maine State Bar Association, 6 State 
Street, Bangor, Maine 

Stedman Prescott, Esq., president, Maryland State Bar Association, 804 
Montgomery Avenue, Rockville, Md. 

Robert W. Bodfish, Esq., president, Massachusetts Bar Association, 51 Elm 
Street, Springfield, Mass. 

Henry L. Woolfenden, Esq., president, State Bar of Michigan, 2966 Penobscot 
Building, Detroit, Mich. 

Sidney P. Gislason, Esq., president, Minnesota State Bar Association, New 
Ulm, Minn. 

Robert J. Farley, Esq., president, Mississippi State Bar Association, Uni- 
versity, Miss. 

Russell H. Doerner, Esq., president, The Missouri Bar, 1530 Boatmens Bank 
Building, St. Louis, Mo. 

Wesley W. Wertz, Esq., president, Montana Bar Association, Power Block, 
Helena, Mont. 

J. D. Cronin, Esq., president, Nebraska State Bar Association, O’Neill, Nebr. 

Orville R. Wilson, Esq., president, State Bar of Nevada, Elko, Nev. 

Stanley M. Burns, Esq., president, Bar Association of State of New Hamp- 
shire, Strafford Bank Building, Dover, N. H. 





SALARIES OF JUSTICES, JUDGES, AND MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 79 


Forster W. Freeman, Jr., Esq., president, New Jersey State Bar Association, 
26 Hamilton Street, Paterson 1, N. J. 

Howard F. Houk, Esq., president, State Bar of New Mexico, Box 2177, 
Santa Fe, N. Mex. 

Hunter L. Delatour, Esq., president, New York State Bar Association, 185 
Montague Street, Brooklyn, N. Y. 

W. H. McElwee, Esq., president, The North Carolina State Bar, Justice 
Building, Raleigh, N.C. 

Joel B. Adams, Esq., president, North Carolina Bar Association, 15 Church 
Street, Asheville, N.C. 

John A. Zugar, Esq., president, State Bar Association of North Dakota, 
Bismarck, N. Dak. 

John C, Durfey, Esq., president, The Ohio State Bar Association, 203 First 
National Bank Building, Springfield, Ohio. 

G. Ellis Gable, Esq., president, Oklahoma Bar Association, 208 Beacon 
Building, Tulsa, Okla. 

Orval D. Yokom, Esq., president, Oregon State Bar, Grant County Bank 
Building, John Day, Oreg. 

J. Campbell Brandon, Esq., president, Pennsylvania Bar Association, Butler 
Savings & Trust Building, Butler, Pa. 

Benicio Sanchez Castano, president, Puerto Rican Bar Association, 157 Luna 
Street, San Juan, P. R. 

John P. Cooney, Jr., Esq., president, Rhode Island Bar Association, 819 
Hospital Trust Building, Providence, R. 1. 

Hugh L. Willcox, Esq., president, South Carolina Bar Association, Florence, 
S.C. 

Dan K. Loucks, Esq., president, The State Bar of South Dakota, Post Office 
Box 35, Watertown, S. Dak. 

Hon. Edward W. Kuhn, president, Bar Association of Tennessee, Post Office 
30x 123, Memphis, Tenn. 

R. N. Gresham, Esq., president, State Bar of Texas, 1603 Alamo National 
suilding, San Antonio, Tex. 

Dallas H. Young, president, Utah State Bar, 227 North University Avenue, 
Provo, Utah. 

William H. Adams, Esq., president, Vermont Bar Association, Proctor, Vt. 

William Rosenberger, Jr., Esq., president, Virginia State Bar, Krise Building, 
Lynchburg, Va. 

Michael B. Wagenheim, Esq., president, Virginia State Bar Association, 1010 
National Bank of Commerce Building, Norfolk, Va. 

Alfred J. Schweppe, Esq., president, Washington State Bar Association, 501 
Third Avenue, Seattle, Wash. 

U. G. Young, Jr., Esq., president, The West Virginia Bar Association, 14'. 
West Main Street, Buckhannon, W. Va. 

Clarence E. Martin, Jr., president West Virginia State Bar, Peoples Trust 
Building, Martinsburg, W. Va. 

Frederick N. Trowbridge, president, Wisconsin Bar Association, 509 Bellin 
Building, Green Bay, Wis. 

J. O. Spangler, Esq., president, Wyoming State Bar, Post Office Box 511, 
Greybull, Wyo. 

Morris B. Mitchell, Esq., Chairman of Committee on Judicial Selection, 
Tenure and Compensation, American Bar Association, First National Soo 
Line Building Minneapolis, Minn. 


Senator Kerauver. A similar telegram was sent to the members of 
the Special Commission on Salaries, of Judges and Congressmen, to 
members who could not be here. The telegram which I sent to them 
will be read into the record. 

(The telegram referred to follows :) 


[Telegram] 

JANUARY 21, 1955. 
Public hearing has been scheduled on legislation designed to increase salaries 
of United States judges, Justices and Members of Congress, for 10 a.m., Tuesday, 
January 25, 1955, in room 424, Senate Office Building. Any expression of opinion 
or recommendation relative to this subject by you as a member of the Commission 

on Judicial and Congressional Salaries would be appreciated. 
ESTES KEFAUVER, 
Subcommittee Chairman. 
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To following list: 

Jernard G. Segal, Esq., 1719 Packard Building, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Edward B. Baskin, president, Baskin Farm Supply Co., Bishopville, §S. C. 

Edward P. Crumbock, 105 Spring Garden Street, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Samuel R. Guard, 220 Livestock Exchange, Stockyards, Louisville, Ky. 

William A. Patterson, 5959 South Cicero Avenue, Chicago, Il. 

James P. Walsh, 5450 Julmar Drive, Cincinnati, Ohio. 

Eugene Bennett, Esq., Standard Oil Building, 225 Bush Street, San Fran- 
cisco, Calif. 

David J. McDonald, Commonwealth Building, Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Alan C. McIntosh, Editor, Rock County Star Herald, Luverne, Minn. 

David Brown Robertson, 3115 Scarborough Road, Cleveland, Ohio. 

Mrs. Raymond Sayre, Ac kworth, Iowa. 

Frank M, Shay, Postoffice Box 670, San Jose, Calif. 

James B. Carey, 718 Jackson Place, NW., Washington, D. C. 

Edward D. Crippa, 702 B Street, Rock Springs, Wyo. 

Walter Cenerazzo, Waltham, Mass. 

John E. Galvin, Postoffice Box F, Lima, Ohio. 

Herschel D. Newsom, 744 Jackson Place NW., Washington, D. C. 

Hon. John Biggs, Jr., Federal Building, Wilmington, Del. 

Hon. William M. Byrne, United States District Court, Southern District of 
California, Los Angeles, Calif. 

Hon. Harold M. Stephens, United States Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia, Washington, D. C. 

Hon. Frank Carlson, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Hon. James P. Kem, 1625 K Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

Hon. Hardie Scott, 1228 Land Title Bulding, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Hon. Harry L. Towe, 241 Main Street, Hackensack, N. J. 

Charles S. Rhyne, Esq., 726 Jackson Place N.W., Washington, D. C. 

Loyd Wright, Esq., Mayflower Hotel, Washington, D. C. 


Senator Krrauver. We have received quite a number of replies to 
these telegrams from the presidents of a great many bar associations, 
and from other members of the Commission. I have not had a chance 
to examine all of them, but these telegrams, letters, resolutions, and 
responses to the telegrams sent to these people will be printed in the 
record in the appendix. 

(The documents referred to were filed with the subcommittee and 
were made a part of the appendix. ) 

Senator Krerauver. It is the desire of the subcommittee to give every- 
one a chance to be heard, whether they are for or against these pro- 
posals. We wish to have a full record. I think the information we 
have obtained this morning has been very useful, but there may be some 
who would like to testify against these bills or this proposal. 

We will set further hearings, particularly giving a chance for any 
opposition to appear, for 10 0 ‘clock on F riday morning. 

At that time also, I would ask the counsel for the committee to con- 
fer with Mr. Brownell and request him or Mr. Rogers to give us some 
testimony in connection with proposals for the United States distict 
attorneys and their assistants. Then we can decide later whether to 
include them in this bill or not. 

Senator Warxins. Personally, I think they should be included. 

Senator Keravver. I feel so inclined, also. 

Does anyone else wish to testify? Mr. Gambrell, you are a high 
officer of the American Bar Association, and someone said you might be 
president one of these days soon. 
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STATEMENT OF E. SMYTHE GAMBRELL, MEMBER OF THE BOARD 
OF GOVERNORS OF THE AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Gampre.L. I did not intend to testify, Mr. Chairman, but I 
think what has been said is fully backed by the American Bar Associ- 
ation, all members of it; and 1, of course, am in hearty accord with 
what Mr. Wright and the others have said this morning. 

Senator Keratvver. Thank you. 

If there is nothing further, the subcommittee will stand in recess 
until 10 o’clock Friday morning. 

(Whereupon, at 3:10 p. m., the hearing was recessed until 10 a.m., 
Friday, January 28, 1955.) 
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FRIDAY, JANUARY 28, 1955 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE J UDICIARY, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:20 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
424, Senate Office Building, Senator Estes Kefauver (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Kefauver, Kilgore, and Daniel. 

Also present: George S. Green, counsel to the subcommittee. 

Senator Keravuver. The subcommittee will come to order. 

Pursuant to notice placed in the Congressional Record, this meet- 
ing has been called for the principal purposes of hearing anyone who 
might be opposed to the proposition set forth by the various bills 
that we are considering. 

Of course, in dealing with a salary proposal for Members of Con- 
gress, we certainly want anyone who has views not in conformity 
with the proposals in the bill to have an opportunity of being heard. 

Secondly, this meeting has been called for the purpose of hearing 
the Attorney General with reference to district attorneys and assistant 
district attorneys. 

Is there anyone present pursuant to this call and this notice made 
at the last committee meeting, and also placed in the Congressional 
Record, who wishes to testify in opposition to the proposals contained 
in the bills that we are considering ? 

Apparently there is no one present. 

In addition to the various bills which were placed in the record in 
the last hearing, I wish to introduce in the record at this time S. 1663 
and the report which accompanies it. 

(The bill referred to, S. 1663, and the report, are as follows :) 


[S. 1663, 83d Cong., Ist sess.] 


(Omit the part in black brackets and insert the part printed in italic) 


A BILL To increase the salaries of Members of Congress, judges of United States courts, 
and United States attorneys, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 501 of title 28, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

‘The President shall appoint, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, 
a United States attorney for each judicial district who shall serve at the pleasure 
of the President. 

“Only citizens of the Territory of Hawaii who have resided therein for at least 
three years next preceding shall be eligible for appointment as United States 
attorney for the District of Hawaii.” 


83 
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Sec. 2. Section 502 of title 28, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“The Attorney General may appoint one or more assistant United States 
attorneys in any district where the public interest so requires, who shall serve 
at the pleasure of the Attorney General.” 

Sec. 3. Section 503 of title 28, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“The Attorney General may appoint attorneys to assist United States attorneys 
when the publuic interest so requires, who shall serve at the pleasure of the 
Attorney General.” 

Sec. 4. Section 504 of title 28, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follow S: 

“Each United States attorney, each assistant United States attorney, and each 
attorney appointed under section 503 of this title, before taking office, shall take 
2n oath to execute faithfully his duties.” 

Sec. 5. Section 508 of title 28, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

“The Attorney General shall fix the salaries of United States attorneys, assist- 
ant United States attorneys, and attorneys appointed under section 503 of this 
title without regard to the Classification Act of 1949, as amended: Provided, 
That in no event shall the annual salary of any United States attorney be less 
than $12,000 or more than $20,000 and in no event shall the annual salary of any 
assistant United States attorney or any attorney appointed under section 503 of 
this title be less than $6,000 or more than $15,000.” 

Sec. 6. (a) Chapter 31 of title 28 of the United States Code is amended by 
adding at the end thereof a new section to read as follows: 

“Sec. 511. Practice of law prohibited. 

“United States attorneys and assistant United States attorneys shall not engage 
in the practice of law other than that pertaining to the duties of their office.” 

(b) The analysis of chapter 31 of title 28 of the United States Code is amended 
by adding at the end thereof a new item as follows: 

“See, 511. Practice of law prohibited.” 


(c) The Act of June 6, 1900 (31 Stat. 321), as amended, the Act of August 24, 
1912 (37 Stat. 560), as amended and the Act of June 22, 1936 (49 Stat. 1807), as 
amended, are respectively further amended by substituting the words “United 
States” for the word “district” wherever that word appears in connection with 
the title of attorney or assistant attorney in those Acts. 

(d) The salaries of United States attorneys and assistant United States attor- 
neys for the districts of Alaska, Canal Zone, and the Virgin Islands shall be 
subject to the provisions of the first section hereof. 

Sec. 7. (a) Section 5 of title 28, United States Code, relating to the Chief 
Justice of the United States and to the Associate Justices of the Supreme Court 
of the United States, is amended by striking out “$25,500” and substituting 
therefor [“$35,000"] “$40,000”, and by striking out “$25,000” and substituting 
therefor “$35,000”. 

(b) Section 44 (d) of title 28, United States Code, relating to district judges, is 
is amended by striking out “$17,500” and substituting therefor ‘‘$27,500”. 

(c) Section 135 of title 28, United States Code, relating to district judges, is 
amended by striking out “$15,000” and substituting therefor “$25,000”, and by 
striking out “$15,000” and substituting therefor “$25,000”. 

(d) Section 173 of title 28, United States Code, relating to judges of the Court 
of Claims, is amended by striking out “$17,500” and substituting therefor 
“$27,500”. 

(e) Section 213 of title 28, United States Code, relating to judges of the Court 
of Customs and Patent Appeals, is amended by striking out “$17,500” and sub- 
stituting “$27,500”. 

(f) Section 252 of title 28, United States Code, relating to judges of the Cus- 
toms Court, is amended by striking out “$15,000” and substituting therefor 
95.000". 

(gz) The first paragraph of section 4 of the Act approved June 6, 1900 (31 Stat. 
822: 48 U. S. C., see. 101), as amended, relating to the District Court for the 
District of Alaska, is amended by striking out ‘$15,000” and substituting therefor 
“S95 000". 

(h) Section 3 of the Act approved May 24, 1940 (50 Stat. 220), as amended, 
relating to the judge of the District Court of the Virgin Islands, is amended 
by striking out “$15,000” and substituting therefor “$25,000”. 
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(i) (1) Seetion 1102 (c) of the Internal Revenue Code, relating to judges of the 
Tax Court of the United States, is amended to read as follows: 

“(c) SaLtary.—Each judge shall receive salary at the rate of $25,000 per 
annum.” 

(2) The Act entitled “An Act to fix the salaries of certain judges of the United 
States”, approved July 31, 1946 (60 Stat. 716), is hereby repealed. 

(j) Article 67 of the Uniform Code of Military Justice, relating to judges of 
the Court of Military Appeals, is amended by striking out “$17,500” and substitut- 
ing therefor “$27,500”. 

Sec. 8. (a) The matter preceding the semicolon in section 601 (a) of the Leg- 
islative Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“(a) The compensation of Senators, Representatives in Congress, Delegates 
from the Territories, and the Resident Commissioner from Puerto Rico shall be 
$25,000 per annum each”. 

(b) Section 610 (b) of the Legislative Reorganization Act. of 1946, as amended 
(relative to expense allowances of Members of Congress), is hereby repealed. 

See. 9. (a) The basic compensation of the Deputy Attorney General shall be 
at the rate of $21,000 per annum. 

(b) The basic compensation of the Solicitor General shall be at the rate of 
$20,000 per annum. 

(c) The basic compensation of each Assistant Attorney General (other than 
the Administrative Assistant Attorney General) shall be at the rate of $20,000 
pe r annum, 

Sec. [9] 10. The provisions of sections [7 and 8] 7, 8, and 9 shall take effect 
on the first day of the month following the date of enactment of this Act. 

[S. Rept. 262, 88d Cong., 1st sess.] 


Jj 


INCREASE LEGISLATIVE AND JUDICIAL SALARIES 


The Committee on the Judiciary, to which was referred the bill (S. 1663) to 
increase the salaries of Members of Congress, judges of United States courts, 
and United States attorneys, and for other purposes, having considered the same, 
reports favorably thereon, with amendments, and recommends that the bill, as 
amended, do pass. 

AMENDMENTS 


1. On page 3, line 4, immediately preceding the period insert : “and in no event 
shall the annual salary of any assistant United States attorney or any attorney 
appointed under section 503 of this title be less than $6,000 or more than $15,000”. 

(This amendment provides a ceiling and a floor for the salaries of assistants 
to United States attorneys.) 

2. On page 3, immediately preceding line 15, insert the following new sub- 
sections: 

“(c) The Act of June 6, 1900 (31 Stat. 321), as amended, the Act of August 
24,1912 (37 Stat. 560), as amended, and the Act of June 22, 1936 (49 Stat. 1807), 
as amended, are respectively further amended by substituting the words “United 
States” for the word “district” wherever that word appears in connection with 
the title of attorney or assistant attorney in those Acts. 

“(d) The salaries of United States attorneys and assistant United States at- 
torneys for the districts of Alaska, Canal Zone, and the Virgin Islands shall be 
subject to the provisions of the first section hereof.” 

(This amendment provides that the position of “district attorney” and “as- 
sistant district attorney” in Alaska, the Virgin Islands, and the Canal Zone shall 
carry the title “United States attorney” and “assistant United States attorney,” 
respectively. Thus the titles of these offices will be the same in the continental 
United States and all the Territories and insular possessions. ) 

3. On page 3, line 19, strike out $35,500” and insert in lieu thereof ‘$40,000”. 

(This amendment provides a salary increase to $40,000 for the Chief Justice 
of the United States.) 

4. On page 5, line 12, after the figure “8”, insert “(a)”. 

(This amendment is purely technical.) 

5. On page 6, immediately following line 18, insert the following new sub- 
section : 

“(b) Section 601 (b) of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, as 
amended (relating to expense allowances of Members of Congress), is hereby 
repealed.” 
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(This repeals the present provision for a $2,500 taxable expense allowance for 
Members of Congress. Without this repeal, the enactment of the subsection 
above would result in a gross salary of $27,500 for Members of Congress, com- 
posed of $25,000 base salary plus $2,500 expense allowance. ) 

6. On page 5, immediately following section 8, insert a new section 9 as 
follows: 

“Sec. 9. (a) The basic compensation of the Deputy Attorney General shall be 
at the rate of $21,000 per annum. 

“(b) the basic compensation of the Solicitor General shall be at the rate of 
$20,000 per annum. 

“(c) The basic compensation of each Assistant Attorney General (other than 
the Administrative Assistant Attorney General) shall be at the rate of $20,000 
per annum.” 

(This amendment provides for salary increases to $21,000 for the Deputy 
Attorney General and $20,000 for Assistant Attorneys General (other than the 
Administrative Assistant Attorney General, who is a career employee) and the 
Solicitor General. ) 

7. On page 5, line 19, change the section number from “9” to “10°; strike out 
“7 and 8” and insert “7, 8, and 9”, 

(The changes made by this amendment are self-explanatory. ) 


PURPOSE AND EFFECT OF BILL 


The purpose and effect of the bill is to provide for a $10,000 increase in the 
annual salaries of Members of Congress, and judges of United States courts 
(except the Chief Justice of the United States for whom is proposed an increase 
of $14,500), and to make provision for salary increases, fixed at the discretion 
of the Attorney General, for United States attorneys and their assistants. 

The bill also would prohibit the private practice of law by United States 
attorneys and assistant United States attorneys. 

For convenience, this report will deal separately with the bill's provisions 
respecting Members of Congress, judges, and attorneys. 


PROPOSED INCREASE OF CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 


Phis bill would provide for a $10,000 increase in the annual salary of each 
Member of the Congress—including Members of the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives, and the Delegates from Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto Rico.’ Present 
gross annual compensation of these elected public servants is $15,000 

Statements in the hearings discuss the importance to the Nation of the service 
performed by the Members of the Congress. But the importance of the Congress 
under our tripartite system of government need not be discussed here. The im- 
portant basic principle underlying the congressional pay raises here proposed 
Ss not compensation according to merit, but simply restoration of salary scales 
to at least approximately the relative level traditionally held. 

There is no business bigger than the business of government. The biggest and 
greatest government in the world should pay the membership of its directorate 
the Congress—salaries bearing some measure of decent relationship to the respon- 
sibilities of the office. That principle has been long recognized. False economy 
in this sense can be dangerous. 

Until modern times, it Was customary for the Congress to meet for only about 
* months in each session. That is no longer so. Today adjournments are few 
and far between, and session is practically continuous. 

It is no satisfactory answer to the necessity of adequate emolument to seek 
to achieve it by tax-exempt grants in the form of funds for expenditures, as has 
at times been done in the past. The problem should be met head on as this 
bill meets it. 

It is apparent that the Congress of the United States, as a coordinate branch 
of our Government, is equally as important as the executive and the judicial 
branches. Obviously its membership is affected by those things which affect also 
the membership of the other two branches of the Government, such as the cost 
of living. and the neecssity of meeting reasonable personal and family demands 
without fear or worry, so that the Members of Congress may apply themselves to 


tThe proposed legislation is not to apply to the salaries of the Speaker of the House and 
the Vice President for the reason that in January 1949, the salaries of those officials were 
fixed at $30,000 each, plus a taxable expense allowance of $10,000 each. 

2 Basic salary, $12,500: expense allowance, $2,500. 
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the responsibilities of their office. And since Congressmen, like others in the 
Government, have families, children, and dependents to support, and must also 
maintain themselves in reasonably dignified circumstances both at home and in 
Washington, and at the same time be able to devote their energies and their time 
to their responsibilities, the rewards and emoluments of office, so far as Congress- 
men are concerned, should be such as reasonably to approximate the compensa- 
tion of those in similar situations in private life, though admittedly the analogy 
is a weak one because the responsibility of the Congress far outweighs in nature 
that of any private concern. 


HISTORY OF CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 


Prior to the enactment of February 26, 1907,° the basic compensation of United 
States Senators, Representatives in Congress, and Territorial Delegates was 
$5,000 per year.’ The Speaker of the House received $8,000.°. However, on March 
3%. 1873, the 42d Congress had enacted that such compensation should be at the 
rate of $7,500 for Senators, Representatives, and Delegates, and $10,000 per vear 
for the Speaker ;° but this was repealed—in the 43d Congress, less than a year 
later—-by the act of January 20, 1874, reestablishing the salaries which had been 
set by an act passed on July 28, 1866." Congressional pay consequently remained 
at the post-Civil War level until again raised to $7,500 by the act of 1907, referred 
to supra.” That act established the pay of the Speaker at $12,000, however, 
rather than at $10,000 as under the former, abortive statute. 

The basic compensation thus fixed in 1907 remained unchanged until the 
passage, on March 4, 1925, of an act * which raised the rate to $10,000 per year 
for Members of Congress generally, and to $15,000 for the Speaker—as well as 
for the Vice President and members of the Cabinet. The enactment of August 
2, 1946," further increased such salaries to $12,500 for Senators, Representatives, 
and Delegates, and to $20,000 for the Speaker. The act of January 19, 1949," 
moreover, as indicated above, increased the Speaker's salary to $30,000 per year. 
These are the present rates of congressional base pay.” (But see below, con- 
cerning an increase in the basic compensation of the elected officers of the 
Senate and the House.) 

Members of Congress have also regularly received various allowances and 
“fringe benefits.” The act of July 28, 1866, referred to supra,” provided a travel 
allowance to be computed at 20 cents per mile, and “to be estimated by the 
nearest route usually traveled in going to and returning from each regular ses- 
sion.” In justification of the increase in base salaries, the 1873 act repealed 
the travel-allowance provision, substituting therefor the statement that the 
higher pay “shall be in lieu of all pay and allowance, except actual individual 
traveling expenses * * to the seat of government and return, by the most 
direct route of usual travel * * *.” In repealing the salary increase provided 
by the 1875 act, on the other hand, the 1874 act, referred to supra, reestablished 
the more liberal mileage benefits which had formerly prevailed.” And this 20 
cents-per-mile provision is part of the present code." 

Furthermore, by the act of June 13, 1945," an expense allowance of $2,500 per 
year was granted to each Senator, Representative, and Delegate “to assist in 
defraying expenses related to or resulting from the discharge of his official 
duties”; and this was reiterated by the act of July 1, 1946.° The act of August 
2, 1946." moreover, made this expense allowance tax-free, and further provided 


+4 Stat. 94 
‘14 Stat. 525 (1866) 
Ibid 
*®17 Stat. 486 
14 Stat. 323 
*34 Stat. 994 
'43 Stat. 1301 
60 Stat. S50 
163 Stat. 4. 
23 U.S. C., see. 31 
‘The act of October 28, 1949 (638 Stat. 974) provides: ‘‘The rates of basie compensation 
of each of the elected officers of the Senate and House of Representatives (not ineluding the 
presiding officers of the two Houses) are hereby increased by 5 percent.” 
14 Stat. 323. 
°17 Stat. 486 
The controlling statute is actually that of 1866, rather than that of 1874: 
explanatory note at 2 U. S. C., see. 43, p. 28 (1952) 
7™2 U.S. C., sec. 43 
1859 Stat. 244 
'6O Stat. 386 
»60 Stat. 850 


see the 
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that no accounting was to be required with respect to it. However, this was 
amended by the act of October 20, 1951," making Members’ expense allowance 
taxable; and that is now the law.” On the other hand, this amendment was offset 
by the Legislative Appropriation Act of 1953, which allows a tax deduction to 
Members for “living expenses” up to $3,000.% This is applicable to the Speaker. 
It is inapplicable to the Vice President. 

The Speaker of the House and the Vice President each has an expense allow- 
ance of $10,000, formerly tax-free,” but now taxable, although no accounting for 
its use need be made, except for income-tax purposes.” 


THE EFrect oF TAXES AND THE DIMINISHED PURCHASING POWER OF THE DOLLAR 
ON CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 


THE EFFECT OF TAXES ALONE 


Congressional salaries have declined in adequacy in part because of taxes. 
The figures set out below show the amount of taxes to be paid by Senators, Rep- 
resentatives, and Delegates on present salaries for 1958 and on the proposed 
salaries. 


Senators, Representatives, and Delegates: 
Present salary____- 7 * $15, 000 
A ok oe aoe. 2, 394 
Proposed salary____- onctiy it 25, 000 
PN tact oo ciccks ct ckiccodncecsinnabinsai ake aaa ie 5, 836 
Proposed increase, gross 
Actual net increase_ 

1 The basic compensation of $12,500 plus an expense allowance of $2,500. 

2 The tax figures for 1953 are computed under the provisions of the Revenue Act of 1951— 
taxable years beginning after Oct. 31, 1951—and on the assumption that the congressional 
Salary is the only income of the Congressman, he is married, his wife has no income, the 
standard deduction is taken, and the tax is computed by use of the split-income method. 

With reference to the salaries of the Senators, Representatives, and Delegates, 
as appears above, in 1939 the basic compensation was $10,000 with no additional 
expense allowance. The Federal income tax on that amount was $372, leaving 
a net salary of $9,628. The basic compensation was increased to $12,500 by the 
act of August 2, 1946.% The Members of Congress received additional benefits 
by the enactment of June 13, 1945, * which provided for an expense allowance in 
the amount of $2,500 which was taxable. The act of August 2, 1946,% made the 
expense allowance tax free. However, this was amended by the act of October 
20, 1951,” which made the expense allowance taxable, and that is now the law. 
The Congressmen received another salary increase, in effect, by the Legislative 
Appropriation Act of 1953, which allows a tax deduction to Members for “living 
expenses” up to $3,000. This provision is effective for taxable years beginning 
after December 31, 1952. 

The present compensation of $15,000 will be subject to a Federal income tax 
of $2,394 for 1953, leaving a net salary of $12,706. Thus, because of Federal 
income taxes alone—i. e., not considering State taxes—the present compensation 
of $15,000 with the additional deduction of $3,000 allowed for living expenses 
will produce in 1953 a net salary only $3,078 more than the net salary in 1939 
of $9,628. Increasing the compensation to $25,000, as is suggested, will produce 
(déducting a tax of $5,836), a net of $19,164—or a net gain of $9,536 over the 
net salary for 1939. 

But if the increase in the cost of living is also considered it is apparent that 
for each Congressman the purchasing power of his proposed compensation after 
taxes will be only slightly more than his purchasing power after taxes in 1939. 
The following table sets this forth in exact figures. The index used is based on 
the Consumer Price Index for moderate income families in large cities as of 
December 15, 1939, of 99.6 compared with 189.6 as of February 28, 1953. (Base 
date 1935-39=100. ) 


2165 Stat. 570. 

22 U.S. C., sec. 31a. 

a Public paw 471, 82d Cong., 2d sess. ; 1952 U. S. Code Cong. and Adm. News 447. 
“63 Stat. 4. 

2365 Stat. 570; 2 U. S. C., see 31b. 

7% 60 Stat. 850. 

2759 Stat. 244. 

260 Stat. 850. 

265 Stat. 570. 

8 Public Law 471, 82d Cong., 2d sess. 
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The effect of taxes together with the diminished purchasing power of the dollar 


after Federal tares—-1939, present compensation, and proposed compensation 
compared 


| 

Present | Proposed 

1939 salaries | compensa- compensa- 
| tion tion 








Senators, Representatives, and Delegates: 


| 
| 





| | 
CIN os 8s, cichitsdsimtbnascwnn ss cet att te 1 $10, 000 | $15, 000 $25, 000 
Mes dacs ics ccucedaasnarss siemens 372 | 2, 394 | 5, 836 
Weenidhiadies olfftite 008s 5 oe. 555 eae o tee 9, 628 | 12, 706 | 19, 164 
Cost-of-living index_........... } ik "189. 6 
Purchasing power of the dollar “compare xd with 1939_ ; . 53 


Actual purchasing power of salary less tax in 1939 dollars_.__- 


2 $10, 157 





1 The computation of taxes for 1939 is based on the assumpticn that the congressional salary was the only 
income of the individual congressman, he was married, his wife had no income, and he had at least a $500 
deduction. 

2 Although, as pointed out earlier, the proposed legislation does not apply to the salaries of the Speaker 
of the House and the Vice President, it is of interest to demonstrate the effect of taxes, together with the 
diminished purchasing power of the dollar, upon the present compensation of those officials. 

In connection with the following computation, it must be remembered that the $3,000 deduction is not 
applicable to the compensation of the Vice President. The present compensation of $40,000 is composed 
of a salary of $30,000, plus an expense allowance of $10,000. 


Present Proposed 
1939 salaries compensa- | compensa- 
tion tion 
Vice President: 
Compensation _-- Sohle Uatina tidal séeiohecenetens $15, 000 | $40,000 | No change. 
NE einith 44 badinne dhetnshnipaleaedibhaieeiiean | S64 14, 934 Do. 
DIE WERE REE oi iti ion edctedndincnmennaamen ual 14, 136 25, 066 Do. 
Cost-of-living index-_-_- acbeenanan 99. 6 189. 6 Do. 
Purchasing power of ‘the dollar compare d with 1939 atl 1.00 53 | Do. 
Actual purchasing power of salary less tax in 1939 dollars____- a $14, 136 | $13, 285 | Do. 
Speaker of the House: | | | 
Compensation. _- RE ER a 2 ELROD LAS SES | 15, 000 | 40, 000 | Do. 
Federal tax_..._- r doko $obekaestendecme Aae SO4 13, 200 | Do. 
I CIE Wit cnksinttbihcctibiniditascntueeiaas 1, 136 26, 800 | Do. 
ee I ao nts te e.. gi eadstcatnntS 99. 6 189. 6 Do. 
Purchasing power of the doll: ir compared with 1939 _____.____| 1.00 | 53 | Do. 
Actual purchasing power of salary less tax in 1939 doll: w= $14, 136 $14, 204 Do. 


Congressional salaries in 1939 were not high. The standard of living which 
they permitted was not extravagant. The proposed increase in the basic com- 
pensation will but slightly more than restore that standard of living under pres- 
ent tax rates and living costs. 

It is to be noted that the foregoing data in respect of taxes relate to Federal 
income taxes only. State income tax levies which were small or nonexistent in 
1939 have now multiplied and over the last decade have substantially increased 
in amount so that now the diminution of salaries by reason of State taxes is 
substantial and represents an additional burden which a Congressman must bear. 
It is to be observed also that the right of States to subject to State income tax 
the salaries of Federal officers or employees was not recognized until the decision 
in Graves v. O’Keefe (306 U. S. 466 (1939) ) and the enactment of the Public 
Salary Tax Act of 1989, act of April 12, 19389 (53 Stat. 574). 

It is apparent from the foregoing that an important factor in favor of an 
increase in congressional salaries is that fixed salaries have, over a long period 
of years, been diminishing salaries so far as purchasing power is concerned, 


RELATIONS BETWEEN THE SALARIES OF MEMBERS OF CONGRESS AND THE SALARIES 
OF CERTAIN OFFICIALS AND EMPLOYEES IN THE Executive BRANCH OF THE 
GOVERN MENT 


The Speaker of the House and the Vice President, as the highest officials in 
the legislative branch of the Government, compare in rank with the President. 
The Members of Congress compare with the Cabinet officers; that is to say, the 
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heads of the executive departments. The compensation of Members of Congress 
and such Cabinet officials should be substantially the same. The salaries of the 
heads of the executive departments were recently established at $22,500 per 
annum (act of October 15, 1949, 63 Stat. 880). 

It is proper to consider also the recent pay increases accorded to classified 
Federal employees. Those employees, within the last 6 years, have enjoyed 5 
increases in compensation (in 1945, 1946, 1948, 1949, and 1951). The top basic 
pay rate for Classified employees was $8,000 before the first increase in 1945. 
Under the Classification Act of 1949 the top basic pay rate is now $14,800, through 
provision for 3 new top grades. This means that between June 1945 and October 
1951, the top basic pay rate for classified employees was raised from $8,000 to 
$14.800—an increase of $6,800, or 85 percent. 

There has been no recent increase in the salaries of Congressmen which com- 
pares percentagewise with this figure. It should be also noted that the increase 
of 85 percent in the top basic pay rate for classified employees from $8,000 to 
$14,800 has put the classified employees within $200 of the compensation now 
received by Members of Congress ($12,500 plus $2,500 expenses ). 


Cost OF PROPOSED INCREASE OF CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 


The proposed salary increase involves 96 Senators, 454 Representatives, and 
3 Delegates. The additional annual gross expenditure would amount to $5,330,- 
000. But as noted above, a substantial portion of this would go back to the 
Treasury in the form of taxes. The net increase in cost to the Government 


»~ 


would not exceed $3,638,258 per year. 
GENERAL COSTS OF THE FEDERAL LEGISLATIVE ESTABLISH MEN1 


The estimated expenditures of the legislative budget for the fiscal year 1954 
are $84,689,556. This is less than one-ninth of 1 percent of the total estimated 
expenditures of the Government for that fiscal year. Total budget expenditures 
for the Government for 1954 as submitted by the President in his message to 
Congress are $78,600,000,000. 


PROPOSED INCREASE OF JUDICIAL SALARIES 


This bill would operate to increase the salaries of the Chief Justice and the 
Associate Justices of the Supreme Court, of the judges of the United States courts 
of appeals, of the judges of the United States Court of Claims, of the judges of 
the United States Court of Customs and Patent Appeals, of the judges of the 
United States district courts, of the judges of the United States Customs Court, 
of the judges of the District Courts of the Virgin Islands and of Alaska. 
of the judges of the Tax Court of the United States, and of the judges of the 
Court of Military Appeals. The proposed legislation applies in effect, although 
not in terms, to the salary of the judge of the District Court of the Canal Zone 
for the reason that the statutes provide that the judge of that court shall receive 
“the same salary” as is allowed to United States district judges.” The present 
salaries, which the proposed legislation would supersede, were established by 
the act of July 31, 1946 (60 Stat. 716). The salaries fixed by that act and the 
salaries to be established by the proposed legislation compare as follows: 


Present Proposed 
salaries salaries 
Chief Justice of the United States $25, 500 $40, 000 


Associate Justices of the Supreme Court 





25, 000 35, 000 
Judges of the United States courts of appeals 17, 500 2 
Judges of the U. S. Courts of Claims 17, 500 § 
Judges of the U. S. Court of Customs and Patent Appeals 17, 500 q 
Judges of the Court of Military Appeals 17, 500 2 
Judges of the United States district courts 15, 000 25, 
Chief Judee of the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia 15, 500 25, § 
Judges of the U. S. Customs Court 15, 000 25, 000 
Judges of the district courts of the Virgin Islands, Alaska, and the Canal Zone 15. 000 25, 009 
Judges of the Tax Court of the United States 15. 000 25, 000 


3147 Stat. 816 (1933) ; 42 Stat. 1005 (1922) : 37 Stat. 565 (1912). 


{ 
j 
j 
| 


v 
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HISTORY OF FEDERAL JUDICIAL SALARIES 


The history of Federal judicial salaries has been as follows: Prior to 1911 
the salary of the Chief Justice of the United States was $13,000; in that year it 
was raised to $15,000; in the same year the salaries of the Associate Justices 
were raised from $12,500 to $14,500." In 1926 the salary of the Chief Justice was 
raised to $20,500 and the salaries of the Associate Justices to $20,000." Until 
1891 the salaries of the district judges varied in the several districts.” In 
that year a uniform salary of $5,000 was fixed.” This was increased in 1903 
to $6,000" and in 1919 to $7,500" In 1891 the salary of the judges of the 
circuit courts of appeals was fixed at $6,000." This was increased in 1903 to 
$7,000 “ and in 1919 to $8,500." In 1926 the salaries of the judges of the United 
States circuit courts of appeals, including the justices of the United States Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia, were fixed at $12,500,° those of the 
judges of the United States Court of Customs and Patent Appeals and of the 
Court of Claims, at $12,500;" those of the judges of the United States district 
courts, including the District Court of the United States for the District of Co- 
lumbia, at $10,000, except that of the chief justice of the District Court of the 
United States for the District of Columbia which was fixed at $10,500 ;% the sal- 
aries of the judges of the United States Customs Court were fixed at $10,000." 

The salaries of the judges of the District Courts of Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and 
Alaska were fixed by amendments to the respective Organic Acts at $10,000 in 
1926." and in 1946 at $15,000." The salary of the judge of the District Court of 
the Virgin Islands was fixed in 1928 at $7,500; ° in 1940 at $10,000; ® and in 1946 
at $15,000." n 1946 the salaries of the judges of all the other lower Federal 
courts as well as the salaries of the Chief Justice and of the Associate Justices 
of the Supreme Court were fixed as set forth in the compilation printed at the 
beginning of this memorandum.” As stated the salary of the judge of the 
District Court of the Canal Zone is fixed by the statutes referred to in note 1, 
supra, which are still in effect, at the same rate as that paid to judges of the 
United States district courts generally. The salaries of the judges of the Tax 
Court of the United States were fixed in 1924 at $7,500. This was increased 
in 1939 to $10,000 ” and in 1946 to $15,000." The salaries of judges of the Court of 
Military Appeals were fixed at $17,500 when the court was created, to put them 
ona par with judges of the circuit courts of appeals. 


2 For salaries prevailing from 1903 to 1911, see 32 Stat. 825 (1903). 

’SG6 Stat. 1152 (1911) 

‘44 Stat. 919 (1926). 

* Rev. Stat. 554 (1878) 

*% 26 Stat. 783 (1891). 

Since the establishment in 1891 of uniform salaries for district judges, it has been 
recognized “that it is impossible to make and pass a bill fixing graduated salaries and 
paying different compensations to judges of the same class because of geographical or other 
reasons 

“The mind of the bar association and that of all persons interested in the present bill 
recognizes the fact that a flat advance is all that can be accomplished. This is justified 
because today, under the law governing the appointment and assignment of judges to dif 
ferent localities and districts, judges of our Federal courts are like a mobile army that 
can be moved here and there and assigned to work distances probably (far) from their 
home district. All this favors the creation of a flat increase that shall be the same in 
every district throughout the United States.” The quotation is from p. 3 of H. Rept. 232, 
69th Cong., Ist sess. (1926) 

7 32 Stat. $25 (1908). 

840 Stat. 1156 (1919). 

26 Stat. 826 (1891). This was the compensation of the then cireuit judges proper, 
which was fixed at $6,000 in 1871, 16 Stat. 494. The circuit courts were abolished in 1911, 
Judicial Code. ¢. 13, 289, 36 Stat. 1167. 

0 32 Stat. 825 (1903) 

4140 Stat. 1157 (1919). 

244 Stat. 919 (1926). 

344 Stat. 919 (1926). 

“60 Stat. 716 (1946). 

45 Stat. 997 (1928). 

654 Stat. 220 (1940). 

47 60 Stat. 716 (1946). 

860 Stat. 716 (1946). 

943 Stat. 337 (1924). 

853 Stat. 159 (1939). 

60 Stat. 716 (1946). 
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PRESENT FEDERAL JUDICIAL SALARIES COMPARED WITH THOSE IN OTHER COURT 
SYSTEMS 


In England the Lord Chancellor, who is the highest judicial officer, receives an 
annual salary of £10,000 (approximately $40,000 at the present depreciated rate 
of exchange). The presiding judge of the Supreme Court of New York, Appellate 
Division, First and Second Departments, receive an annual salary of $381,500; 
the associate judges receive salaries of $30,000. The chief judge of the Court of 
Appeals of New York receives $35,000 plus $3,000 expenses, and the associate 
judges receive $32,500 plus $3,000 expenses. The justices of the Supreme Court 
of New York, the trial court of general civil jurisdiction, in the large metropolitan 
areas, including New York County, receive salaries of $28,000 a year. The judges 
of the Court of General Sessions of New York, the trial court of general criminal 
jurisdiction, receive $28,000 a year in the large metropolitan areas, including 
New York County. The chief justice of the Supreme Court of New Jersey receives 
$25,000 a year and the associate justices of that court receive $24,000 a year. 
The judges of the superior court, the trial court of general jurisdiction, receive 
$20,000 a year. The chief justice of the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania receives 
$25,500 a year, while the associate justices receive $25,000. The judges of the 
Court of Common Pleas of the State of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia and Allegheny 
Counties, a trial court of general civil jurisdiction, receive salaries of $18,500 
a year. 


ECONOMIC CHANGE SINCE ESTABLISHMENT IN 1946 OF THE PRESENT SALARY SCALE 


An important factor in favor of an increase in judicial salaries is that “fixed” 
salaries have over a long period of years been diminishing salaries so far as 
purchasing power is concerned. According to figures made available by the 
United States Bureau of Labor Statistics, the Consumers’ Price Index for moder- 
ate income families in large cities as of December 15, 1937, stood at 103.0; as of 
December 15, 1946 (the year in which the latest legislation for increase of judicial 
salaries was passed), the index stood at 153.3; as of February 28, 1953, the index 
stood at 189.6. 

THE EFFECT OF TAXES UPON JUDICIAL SALARIES 


Judicial salaries have declined in adequacy in part because of taxes. The 
figures set out below, which are computed under the Revenue Act of 1951 and on 
the assumptions set out below ™ show the amount of taxes to be paid by the 
judges at present salaries and at the salaries proposed: 





| 
Present Taw Proposed a 
| salary lax salary lax 
Chief Justice of the United States i | $25, 500 $7, 298 $40, 000 $14, 934 
Associate Justices of the Supreme Court ____--- -| 25, 000 7, 098 35, 000 12, 080 
Circuit judges . = 17, 500 4,154 27, 500 | 8, 216 
District judges and judges of the Tax Court-_- | 15, 000 3, 304 | 25, 000 7, 088 


Using a circuit judge’s salary as an exemple, on January 1, 1937, the salary 
was not taxable by either the Federal Government or a State government. The 
salary was $12,500 net to the judge. While the 1946 act increased the salary 
to $17,500, this salary was subject to a Federal income tax of $4,154 in 1952, 
leaving $13,346. The net gain to the judge over his 1987 salary was only $846. 
The cost of living, according to the figures given under the previous heading, 
increased from 103.0 in 1937 to 189.6 in 1953. If the proposed increase be 
granted by Congress the net to the judge, deducting a tax of $8,216 from $27,500, 
will be $19,284, a gain of $6,784 over his 1937 salary. This will be of aid in 
overcoming the increased cost of living, but will still leave the judge with a net 
spendable salary having a lower purchasing power than his net spendable salary 
in 1987; for in terms of 1939 dollars, the new salary will be only $10,220 net as 
compared with a former net of $12,500. For district judges, a similar computa- 
tion shows, in terms of 1939 dollars, a new spendable salary of $9,493 as com- 
pared with a 1937 spendable salary of $10,000. 





52The computation is based upon the assumptions that: (1) the judicial salary is the 
only income of the judge; (2) the judge is married; (3) his wife has no income: (4) 
standard deduction is taken; and (5) the tax is computed by the use of the split-income 
method. 
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COST OF THE PROPOSED INCREASE OF JUDICIAL SALARIES 


The salary increases proposed in this bill involve 332 judgeships and 34 retired 
judges, a total of 366. The additional annual gross expenditure would amount 
to $3,664,500. But as noted above, a substantial portion of this will go back to 
the Treasury in the form of taxes. The net cost to the Government would not 
exceed $2,250,000 per year. It is noted that the appropriation for the Federal 
udicary is less than one-thirtieth of 1 percent of the total appropriation for 
the Government.” 


UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS AND THEIR ASSISTANTS 


This bill would make a number of changes with respect to the position of 
United States attorney, including: (1) Increase in compensation; (2) elbimina- 
tion of a definite term of office and substitution therefor of an indefinite tenure 
by providing that a United States attorney “shall serve at the pleasure of the 
President”; and (3) prohibition against the practice of law by United States 
attorneys outside of the performance of their official duties. 

The Deputy Attorney General has stated he could not “too strongly urge upon 
the committee the need for authority to pay higher salaries in these positions.” 
Che Attorney General of the United States has stated the problem as follows: 

“A major problem confronting the Department is the selection of competent 
and qualified United States attorneys and assistant United States attorneys. 
The overwhelming sentiment of the Senate and House Judiciary Committee 
members with whom I have discussed this matter in closed session is in favor 
of our newly adopted policy of requiring United States attorneys and their 
assistants to withdraw from the private practice of law when they take the oath 
if office and during their term to devote their entire time to the work of the 
Department. Accordingly, increased compensation for these officials is necessary 
and timely to the proper administration of justice throughout the country.” 

The bill S. 1663 provides for a maximum salary of $20,000 for United States 
attorneys and $15,000 for assistant United States attorneys and attorneys 
appointed to assist United States attorneys. These maximums would, it is 
expected, be paid in only a few districts. The Attorney General would exercise 
discretion in fixing the salary in each district high enough to enable him to get 
top-grade men. 

In its provision that United States attorneys “shall serve at the pleasure of 
the President” the bill would have the effect of eliminating the present term of 
office which, with 2 exceptions under existing law, is 4 years. (The exceptions 
are Hawaii where the term is 6 years and the Canal Zone where the term is 8 
years.) However, the President now has the power of removal from office as 
provided in section 504 of title 28 of the United States Code. (Special provisions 
apply with respect to district attorneys in Alaska and the Virgin Islands; see 
is U. S. C. 112 and 1405y.) 

The prohibition, which the bill contains, against private (or “outside’”’) practice 
by United States attorneys and their assistants is in line with an administrative 
policy already established by the Attorney General. The committee deems this a 
salutary provision which should do much both to increase the efficiency of the 
offices of United States attorneys and to remove United States attorneys and 
their assistants from temptations in the “conflict of interests’ field. 

With a rule such as this, against private practice by United States attorneys 
and their assistants, it is difficult to interest the best qualified lawyers in accept- 
ing appointments in United States attorneys’ offices at the present low salaries. 
The commitee believes that the general, realistic increase which S. 1663 would 
inuke possible in the salaries of United States attorneys and their assistants, 
based on present-day costs, would result in an improvement in the administration 
of justice which would be in the public interest. 


* The appropriation for the Federal judiciary for the fiscal year 1954 is $26,370,075; 
the total 1954 budget for the Government as submitted by the President is $78,600,000,000. 
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The following compilation respecting the pay of United States attorneys was 


furnished by the Department of Justice: 


Present distribution of United States attorneys, by grades and salaries 


Number Rate Total 


Grade 


$10, $108, 
ll, 16, 
11, 23, 
110, 10, 


000 
200 
600 
800 
188, 600 
9, 600 144, 000 
9, 800 39, 200 
10, 600 20, 000 
10, 200 20, 400 
10, 400 10, 400 
10, 600 53, 000 
287, 000 

117, 040 
128, 400 
8, TOO 


1 Vacancy 
2 Includes 25-percent cost-of-living 
3 Includes 20-percent 


illow mice. 
cost-of-living allowance, 


Deputy ATTORNEY GENERAL AND 


Grade Number Rate Total 


GS-13—Con_.- $8, 960 
9, 160 


1 
2 
3 210, 450 
I 
2 


$8, 960 
18, 320 
31, 350 
10, 032 
16, 720 


3 19, 032 


8, 300 
339, 582 


14, 080 
8, 040 
26, 400 
9, 800 
7,040 
8, 800 


74, 160 


889, 342 


ASSISTANT ATTORNEYS GENERAL 


Because it would seem poor administration to pay less to the Deputy Attorney 
General and to Assistant Attorneys General than to United States attorneys, the 
committee has proposed amending the bill so as to provide increased compensa- 


tion for these top-echelon jobs in the Department of Justice. 


salaries would be $20,000 each 


The proposed new 


for Assistant Attorneys General and for the 


Solicitor General, and $21,000 for the Deputy Attorney General. 


CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 


In compliance with subsection (4) of rule XXIX of the standing rules of the 
Senate, certain changes in existing law made by the bill, as reported, are shown 
as follows (present law in left-hand column, proposed amended law in right- 


hand column). 


in order to expedite the business of the Senate the committee 


has considered it necessary to set forth fully in this report only these compari- 


Sons. 


TITLE 28, UNITED STATES CODE 


“SEC. 501. APPOINTMENT OF UNITED 


STATES ATTORNEYS 


“The President shall appoint, by and 
with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, a United States attorney for 
each judicial district. 

“Only citizens of the Territory of 
Hawaii who have resided therein for at 
least three years next preceding shall 
be eligible for appointment as United 
States attorney for the district of 
Hawaii.” 


“SEC. 502. APPOINTMENT OF ASSISTANT 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS 


“The Attorney General may appoint 
one or more assistant United States 
attorneys in any district when the pub- 
lic interest so requires.” 


“SEC. 501. APPOINTMENT OF UNITED 
STATES ATTORNEYS 

“The President shall appoint, by and 
with the advice and consent of the 
Senate, a United States attorney for 
each judicial district who shall serve at 
the pleasure of the President. 

“Only citizens of the Territory of 
Hawaii who have resided therein for at 
least three years next preceding shall 
be eligible for appointment as United 
States attorney for the District of 
Hawaii.” 


“SEC. 502. APPOINTMENT OF ASSISTANT 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS 


“The Attorney General may appoint 
ene or more assistant United States 
attorneys in any district where the 
public interest so requires, who shall 
serve at the pleasure of the Attorney 
General.” 
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“SEC. 503. APPOINTMENT OF ATTORNEYS 


“The Attorney General may appoint 
attorneys to assist United States attor- 
neys when the public interest so re- 
quires.” 


“SEC. 504. TENURE AND OATH OF OFFICE, 
REMOVAL 


“(a) The United States attorney for 
each judicial district shall be appointed 
for a term of four years, except in the 
district of Hawaii, where the term shall 
be six years, Upon the expiration of 
his term a United States attorney shall 
continue to perform the duties of his 
office until his successor is appointed 
and qualifies. 

“(b) Each United States attorney 
President. Fach assistant United 
States attorney and each attorney ap- 
pointed under section 503 of this title 
shall be subject to removal by the At- 
torney General. 

“(e) Each of such officials, before 
taking office, shall take an oath to exe- 
cute faithfully his duties.” 


“SEC. 508. SALARIES 


“The Attorney General shall fix the 
salaries of United States attorneys, 
assistant United States attorneys, and 
attorneys appointed under section 503 
of this title.” 


(No comparable section.) 


“SEC. 5. SALARIES OF JUSTICES 


“The Chief Justice shall receive a 
salary of $25,500 a year, and each asso- 
ciate justice shall receive a salary of 
$25,000 a year.” 

“SEC. 44. APPOINTMENT, TENURE, RESI- 
DENCE AND SALARY OF CIR- 
CUIT JUDGES 
= * ok * cd 


“(d) Each circuit judge shall receive 
a salary of $17,500 a year.” 
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“SEC. 503. APPOINTMENT OF ATTORNEYS 


“The Attorney General may appoint 
attorneys to assist United States at- 
torneys when the public interest so re- 
quires, who shall serve at the pleasure 
of the Attorney General.” 


“SEC. 504. TENURE AND OATH OF OFFICE, 
REMOVAL 

“Hach United States attorney, each 
assistant United States attorney, and 
each attorney appointed under section 
503 of this title, before taking office, 
shall take an oath to execute faithfully 
his duties.” 


“SEC. 508. 


“The Attorney General shall fix the 
salaries of United States attorneys, as- 
sistant United States attorneys, and 
attorneys appointed under section 503 
of this title without regard to the Clas- 
sification Act of 1949, as amended: Pro- 
vided, That in no event shall the annual 
salary of any United States attorney be 
less than $12,000 or more than $20,000 
and in no event shall the annual salary 
of any assistant United States attorney 
or any attorney appointed under sec- 
tion 503 of this title be less than $10,000 
or more than $15,000.” 


SALARIES 


“SEC. 511. PRACTICE OF LAW PROHIBITED 


“United States attorneys and assist- 
ant United States attorneys shall not 
engage in the practice of law other than 
that pertaining to the duties of their 


office.” 
“SEC. 5. SALARIES OF JUSTICES 


“The Chief Justice shall receive a 
salary of $40,000 a year, and each asso- 
ciate justice shall receive a salary 
of $35,000.” 


“SEC. 44. APPOINTMENT, TENURE, RESI- 
DENCE AND SALARY OF CIR- 
CUIT JUDGES 


oe * * x * 


“(d) Each circuit judge shall receive 
a salary of $27,500.” 
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“SEC. 135. SALARIES OF DISTRICT JUDGES 
“Bach judge of a district court of the 
United States shall receive a salary of 
$15,000 a vear. 
“The chief judge of the District Court 


for the District of Columbia shall re- 
ceive a salary of $15,500 a year.” 
“SEC. 173. TENURE AND SALARIES OF 


JUDGES 


“The chief judge and associate judges 
of the Court of Claims shall hold office 
during behavior. Each shall re- 
ceive a salary of $17,500 a year.” 


good 


“SEC, 213. TENURE 
JUDGES 


AND SALARIES OF 


“Judges of the Court of Customs and 
Patent Appeals shall hold office during 
good behavior Each shall receive a 
salary of $17,500 a year.” 


“SEC. 252. TENURE AND SALARIES OF 
JUDGES 
“Judges of the Customs Court shall 


hold office during good behavior. Each 
shall receive a salary of $15,000 a year.” 


TITLE 48, UNITE 


“SEC. 101. DISTRICT COURT, JUDGES; 


VISIONS 


DI- 


“There is established a district court 
for the Territory of Alaska, with the 
jurisdiction district courts of the 
United States and with general juris- 
diction in civil, criminal, equity, and 
admiralty causes; and four district 
judges shall be appointed for the dis- 
trict, each at an annual salary of $15,000 
who shall during their terms of office 
reside in the divisions of the district to 
which they may be respectively assigned 
by the President. The court shall con- 
sist of four divisions, which shall also 
be recording divisions.” 


of 
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“SEC. 135. SALARIES OF DISTRICT JUDGES 


“Hach judge of a district court of the 
United States shall receive a salary of 
$25,000 a year. 

“The chief judge of the District Court 
for the District of Columbia shall re- 
ceive a salary Of $25,500 a year.” 


“SEC.173. TENURE AND SALARIES OF 
JUDGES 
“(d) The chief judge and associate 


judges of the Court of Claims shall hold 

office during good behavior, Bach shall 

receive a salary of $27,500.” 

“SEC. 213. TENURE 
JUDGES 


AND SALARIES OF 


“(e) Judges of the Court of Customs 
and Patent Appeals shall hold office dur- 
ing good behavior. Each shall receirea 
salary of $27,500 a year.” 


“SEC. 252. TENURE AND SALARIES OF 
JUDGES 
“(f) Judges of the Customs Court 


Shall hold office during good behavior. 
Each shall receive a salary Of $25,000 a 
year.” 


p States Cope 


“SEC. 101. DISTRICT COURT, JUDGES; 
VISIONS 

“There is established a district court 
for the Territory of Alaska, with the 
jurisdiction of district courts of the 
United States and with general jurisdic- 
tion in civil, criminal, equity, and ad- 
miralty causes; and four district judges 
shall be appointed for the district, each 
at an annual salary of $25,000 who shall 
during their terms of office reside in the 
divisions of the district to which they 
may be respectively assigned by the 
President. The court shall consist of 
four divisions, which shall also be re- 
cording divisions.” 


DI- 


54 Stat. 220 


“Src. 3. The salary of the judge of the 
District Court of the Virgin Islands of 
the United States shall be at the rate of 
$15,000 a year.”’ 


INTERNAL REVENUE CODE 
“SEC. 1102. JUDGES 
* * . * Ba 
“(¢c) SALARY. 
“Each judge shall receive salary at 
the rate of $15,000 per annum.” 


“Sec. 3. The salary of the judge of 
the District Court of the Virgin Islands 
of the United States shall be at the 
rate of $25,000 a year.” 


(TITLE 26, U. S. Cope) 


“SEC. 1102. JUDGES 
* Ba at * * 
“(c) Salary. 


“Hach judge shall receive salary at 
the rate of $25,000 per annum.” 


TTT TTT TTT TT TT 


Lata 


; 
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Tirte 50, UNITED STATES CODE 


“SEC. 654 


“(a) (1) There is established a Court 
of Military Appeals, which shall be 
located for administrative purposes in 
the Department of Defense. The Court 
of Military Appeals shall consist of 
three judges appointed from Civilian 
life by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, for a 
term of fifteen years. Not more than 
two of the judges of such court shall be 
appointed from the same political party, 
nor shall any person be eligible for 
appointment to the court who is not a 
member of the bar of a Federal court or 
of the highest court of a State. Each 
judge shall receive a salary of $17,500 
a year and shall be eligible for reap- 
pointment. The President shall desig- 
nate from time to time one of the judges 
to act as Chief Judge. The Court of 
Military Appeals shall have power to 
prescribe its own rules of procedure and 
to determine the number of judges re- 
quired to constitute a quorum. A va- 
cancy in the court shall not impair the 
right of the remaining judges to exercise 
all the powers of the court.” 


“SEC. 654 

“(a) (1) There is established a Court 
of Military Appeals, which shall be lo- 
cated for administrative purposes in the 
Department of Defense. The Court of 
Vilitary Appeals shall consist of three 
judges appointed from Civilian life by 
the President, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, for a term of 
fifteen years. Not more than tio of the 
judges of such court shall be appointed 
from the same political party, nor shali 
any person be eligible for appointment 
to the court who is not a member of the 
bar of a Federal court or of the highest 
court of a State. Each judge shall re- 
ceive a salary of $27,500 a year and shall 
he eligible for reappointment. The 
President shall designate from time to 
time one of the judges to act as Chief 
Judge. The Court of Military Appeals 
shall have power to prescribe its own 
rules of procedure and to determine the 
number of judges required to constitute 
a quorum. A vacancy in the court shall 
not impair the right of the remaining 
judges to exercise all the powers of the 
court.” 


LEGISLATIVE REORGANIZATION ACT OF 1946 


“SEC. 601. COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS 
OF CONGRESS 

“(a) Effective on the day on which 
the Eightieth Congress convenes, the 
compensation of Senators, Representa- 
tives in Congress, Delegates from the 
Territories, and the Resident Commis- 
sioner from Puerto Rico shall be at the 
rate of $12,500 per annum each; and 
the compensation of the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives and the 
Vice President»of the United States 
shall be at the rate of $20,000 per annum 
each.” 


No corresponding section repealed or 
amended. 


“SEC. 601. COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS 
OF CONGRESS 

“(a) The compensation of Senators, 

Representatives in Congress, Delegates 

from the Territories, and the Resident 

Commissioner from Puerto Rico shail be 
$25,000 per annum each. 


“Sec. 9. (a) The basic compensation 
of the Deputy Attorney General shall be 
at the rate of $21,000 per annum. 

“(b) The basie compensation of the 
Solicitor General shall be at the rate of 
$20,000 per annum. 

“(c) The basic compensation of each 
Assistant Attorney General (other than 
the Administrative Assistant Attorney 
General) shall be at the rate of $20,000 
per annum,” 
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Senator Kerauver. The chairman invited Mr. Brownell to appear 
and give us the benefit of the views of the Attorney General with 
reference to salary increases for district attorneys and assistant dis- 
trict attorne ys. 

Mr. Brownell advised that it was necessary for him to attend a 
Cabinet meeting, but that he would come if we insisted rather than 
go to the Cabinet meeting. 

I told him I did not want to do that. I suggested that he send as 
his representative his very able Deputy Attorney General, Mr. Rogers, 
in whom we all have confidence. 

Mr. Rogers hesitated about accepting the invitation and asked to 
be excused because the Attor ney General’s recommendation does deal 
with salaries for those in the category of Mr. Rogers. 

I told him, however, that I would insist that he come, that we 
understood that he would be representing Mr. Brownell’s views and 
that there would be no embarrassment to him. 

So we do appreciate your being with us, Mr. Rogers. The facts 
that you will present come from the Attorney General. You are 
just. here for the purpose of conveying the Attorney General’s posi- 
tion; is that correct ? 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM P. ROGERS, DEPUTY ATTORNEY 
GENERAL 


Mr. Rogers. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
The statement I make is the statement which the Attorney General 
would have made if he had been able to be here this morning. 


Senator Keravcver. We appreciate having you with us. You go 
right ahead. 

Mr. Rocers. You have asked me to discuss increases in salaries 
for the United States attorneys, assistant United States attorneys, 
and other officials in the Department of Justice. 

Although the bills which are subject to the present hearing do not 
contain any proposed increases in salaries for such officials, S. 1663 
in the 83d Congress, as reported favorably by the Committee on the 
Judiciary, made certain proposals with respect to these salaries. 

In addition to that there are two House bills which have been 
offered, H. R. 640 by Congressman Celler, and H. R. 5 by Congressman 
Walter, which contain the same proposals. 

Senator Keravver. Mr. Rogers, S. 1663, the Senate bill on this 
subject in the 83d Congress has been made a part of the record. 

Mr. Rogers. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Now, as stated to your committee last Tuesday by Hon, Morris B. 
Mitchell, chairman, committee on judicial selection, tenure, and com- 
pensation of the American Bar Association, the association approved 
5. 1663 including increased salaries proposed for Department of Jus- 
tice officials. 

As you will recall, Mr. Mitchell recommended that the bill which 
you approve should include the increases in the Department of Justice 
proposed by S. 1663, and much for the same reason that I presented 
to you last Tuesday in favor of the increase in judicial and congres- 
sional salaries, I believe the proposed increases for the Department of 
Justice are fully justified. 
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In testifying on March 24, 1953, before the House Subcommittee on 
Appropriations for the Departments of State, Justice, and Commerce, 
I made the following statement : 


A major problem confronting the Department is the selection of competent 
and qualified United States attorneys and assistant United States attorneys. 
The overwhelming sentiment of the Senate and House Judiciary Committee mem- 
bers with whom I have discussed this matter in closed session is in favor of our 
newly adopted policy of requiring United States attorneys and their assistants 
to withdraw from the private practice of law when they take the oath of office 
and during their term to devote their entire time to the work of the Department. 

Accordingly, increased compensation for these officials is necessary and timely 
for proper administration of justice throughout the country. 

Although the Appropriation Act for 1954 did improve the situation so far as 
United States attorneys and assistant United States attorneys are concerned, 
in setting the maximum at $15,000 and $12,000, respectively, we have continued 
the policy I referred to in 1953 of requiring these officials to withdraw from 
private practice and devote their entire time to the work of the Department. 

We have, however, found that in many instances the maximum compensation 
set by the statute is quite inadequate. The post of United States attorney 
earries with it great responsibilities and should, we will all agree, be occupied 
only by lawyers of the highest character and ability. 

The United States attorneys, as you are aware, must be appointed by the 
President with the advice and consent of the Senate. The office which these 
officials occupy deals directly with law enforcement throughout the United 
States. We have devoted much time and effort to filling the positions of United 
States attorneys and assistant United States attorneys with persons of the high- 
est qualifications. However, in view of the salaries which it is possible to 
pay them and the fact that they must cease all private law practice, it is increas- 
ingly difficult to fill these positions. Moreover, after having filled them with 
competent and able personnel, there will continue to be the problem of retain- 
ing them at the salaries which we are now able to pay. 

I therefore strongly recommend legislation along the lines of that proposed 
in S. 1668 in respect to salaries for these officials. 

I should also like to emphasize the importance of raising the salaries as pro- 
posed by S. 16638 of the Deputy Attorney General, the Solicitor General, and the 
Assistant Attorneys General. These officials supervise the work of the United 
States attorneys so that their salaries should be raised pro rata. 

I might say, too, that those salaries traditionally have been in line with the 
judicial salaries. 

I should like to add a word with respect to the proposal contained in S. 
1663 that a minimum be set for assistant United States attorneys. In Public 
Law 195, 83d Congress, to which I referred, a minimum for these officials was 
set at $6,000. Upon my recommendation the minimum salary was eliminated 
in the Appropriation Act for the Department of State, Justice, and Commerce, 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955. Our experience has been that we can 
often obtain competent men, especially young men, to serve as assistant United 
States attorneys without paying the minimum. As an illustration, I have insti- 
tuted in the Department of Justice a special recruitment program to attract 30 or 
40 young honor graduates from the top law schools of the country in the Govern- 
ment service each year. Last year we selected 30 of the top law school grad- 
uates throughout the country, and this year I expect we will have even a larger 
number. We have tried to select them from schools all over the country and 
tried to pick up people solely on merit without any other consideration. 

These young attorneys, with proper guidance, have proven themselves to be 
highly capable. They start in the Department, after admission to the bar, at a 
salary of $4,205. This year the program seems to be increasingly popular among 
outstanding law students. It is sometimes possible to get young assistant United 
States attorneys at salaries comparable to those offered under our honor pro- 
gram. We do not believe that the Attorney General’s hands should be tied in 
this connection. Flexibility in the law can in this instance be helpful to us in 
saving the Government money. 

Accordingly, I would recommend that no provision be made as to the mini- 
mum salary to be paid to assistant United States attorneys. 


Senator Keravver. That is Mr. Brownell’s statement ? 
Mr. Rogers. That is Mr. Brownell’s statement. 
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Senator Kerauver. Senator Daniel, do you have any questions? 

Senator Dante. I do not believe I have any questions. I cer- 
tainly want to compliment the Attorney General on his statement and 
especially am I happy over his program of recruiting honor graduates 
from the law schools. 

Senator Keravuver. Senator Daniel, as everyone knows, has had wide 
and valuable experience as attorney general of the State of Texas. 
There is no one in the Senate who is better qualified to know about the 
needs and the requirements and the program with reference to district 
attorneys and assistant district attorneys. 

That sounds to me as though it might be a mighty good program, 
too. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Krrauver. It is a means of acquiring able voung men that 
the Government needs and give them a chance. 

Mr. Rogers. I was going to add, Mr. Chairman, that we are proud 
of this program. Last year I think that maybe we had law graduates 
from as many as 12 or 14 of the law schools. This year already we 
have acceptances from almost 20 law schools represented under this 
program. We are trying to get good geographical representation, too. 

Senator Krrauver. Do not forget Tennessee and Texas. 

Mr. Rogers. We had some good men from Texas last year, and I 
think we have some good ones from Tennessee this yea1 

The tendency is to get some people from eastern law schools because 
it is more convenient for them to come to the Department. 

We have had our United States attorneys interview law-school grad- 
uates all over the country. We have had some of the people ‘from 
Washington when they are out in the field stop at law schools and 
interview graduates. 

As I say, we do it strictly on the basis of merit without any regard to 
other considerations. It is working very well. 

This year already some of these ‘Jaw-school graduates we took last 
year have gone back to their school to report how well the program is 
working and to ur ge the new graduates to accept these jobs. 

Senator Dantex. I had asimilar program, on a small scale, of course, 
in Texas, and found that really some of the best assistants in our 
department came from these young men we took directly out of law 
school. 

Mr. Rogers. We are going to try to give them a diversified type of 
work. We are going to keep them for a while in tax work, and after 
a year transfer them to civil work or criminal work or antitrust work, 
so that we feel after a couple of years, 2 or 3 years, they will have a 
very well rounded experience in the practice of law. 

The ones that want to, we send into court to try cases; so far they 
have done an excellent job. 

Senator Keravuver. Do the deans of the various law schools know 
about this program ? 

Mr. Rocers. Yes; and they are very enthusiastic about it. 

We have an indoctr ination course for them when they arrive and at 
the first meeting that we had, Dean Warren from Columbia came down 
and gave the opening speech. We had J. Edgar Hoover there, and 
Mr. Brownell. We gave them a week’s instruction first. 

We have been in touch with all of the deans of the le: iding law schools 
about the program. If any members of the committee have outstand- 
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ing law graduates that they are interested in, we shall be glad to 
consider them this year. 

As I say, we get the advice of the deans as to the qualifications of 
these people. We select them on the basis of scholastic attainments 
and all-round ability. We had the national court champion last year. 
She was a woman from Nebraska. She is inthe Department. We try 
to get people of the finest qualifications. 

Senator Kerauver. Are some of these young lawyers assigned to the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation ? 

Mr. Rogers. No; they have their own recruitment program. They 
have had a program somewhat similar to this over the years. That is 
one of the reasons I think the FBI has been able to maintain such high 
standards. 

They are very careful on their method of selection. 

Senator Krravuver. Is there anything else? 

Mr. Green? 

Mr. Green. I have one question, Mr. Chairman. 

If I understand the statement of the Attor ney General correctly, 

Mr. Rogers, the provisions as set forth in S. 1663 of the 83d Congress 
in toto as they apply to United States attorneys and United States 
assistant attorneys are his recommendation with the exception that 
there should not be a minimum of $6,000 on assistant United States 
attorneys ¢ 

Mr. Rocers. That is correct. The reason that we want to eliminate 
the minimum is the reason I have stated. 

Senator DANIEL. I might add that is a good reason. 

Mr. GREEN. Now, Mr. Rogers, the appropriation bill which did 
raise the salaries of United States attor neys and United States assist- 
ant attorneys was in a less amount than that called for by the pro- 
visions of S. 1663. 

Mr. tei That is correct. 

Mr. Green. Was it the finding of your department that the amount 
to which it was raised was still insufficient to do the job that you had 
to have done? 

Mr. Rogers. We think it would improve it if it followed the lines 
of S. 1663. 

Mr. GREEN. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerauver. Mr. Rogers, we have not had a formal presenta- 
tion about it yet, but some people have spoken to members of the com- 
mittee with reference to increases in the salaries of commissioners of 
the Court of Claims and perhaps hearing commissioners of other 
executive and quasi-judicial agencies of the Government. 

Do you feel that this legisl: ation should encompass them, or should 
there be a separate ¢ onsideration 2 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Chairman, I frankly have not given any thought 
tothat problem. I think possibly Judge Stephens would be in a better 
position to answer that. 

Senator Kerauver. With reference to commissioners and hearing 
examiners of the Court of Claims and other judicial and quasi-judicial 
bodies, in the Federal service, Judge Stephens, do you feel that this 


legislation should encompass them, or should that be a separate 
consideration ¢ 
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STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD M. STEPHENS, CHIEF JUDGE, UNITED 
STATES DISTRICT COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 


Judge Sreruens. Are you asking whether they should be included 
in this legislation ? 

Senator KEFrAUVER. Yes. 

Judge STEPHENS. I just noticed that Judge Laramore entered the 
room. Iam glad he is here. I would like to have him hear what I 
wish to say on that subject. 

Although I was not advised, of course, that I would be asked ques- 
tions on that subject, I happen to be prepared to say something on that 
subject and I thank you for giving me the opportunity for this reason, 
as appeared in our sté itement yesterd: ay: 

Judge Bigg and myself are members of the Judicial Conference of 
the United States and we have, therefore, been interested in this 
legislation affecting the increase in the salaries of both judges and 
Congressmen, both in our capacities as members of the Conference and 
as advisory members of the Commission, and we have been consulted 
from time to time recently about the problem of adding such officials 
to this bill. 

Senator Kerauver. Let the record show that the distinguished 
chairman of the committee, Senator Kilgore, is present. 

Judge Srernens. For example, the chairman of the council for 
the National Conference of Bankruptcy Examiners recently ap- 
proached me to get my views as to the desirability of having increases 
in bankruptcy examiners’ salaries added to this bill. 

The Indian Claims organization desires a similar arrangement. 

I understand now that the Court of Claims desires to have the Court 
of Claims commissioners added. 

Frankly, my views have been not to include such items as that in 
the legislation. In the first place, until this legislation is enacted we 
will not know what the salaries of the district judges are going to be, 
and the salaries of other officials related to the judiciary, such as 
referees in bankruptcy and commissioners of the United States Court 
of Claims cannot‘be fixed until they have that standard established 
because they have a relationship. 

It seems to me with due deference to those who may have better 
political judgment, to fill this bill up with a great many items of that 
kind would impede its enactment. 

We should confine this bill to the Congressmen and to the judges 
and to the district attorneys and assists nt attorneys general as the 
wisest thing in order to get the legislation enacted. 

I do not minimize at all the import: ince of the United States com- 
missioners in the Court of Claims. They are trial judges in effect, 
have substantial responsibility and substantial ability; if the salaries 
of the Court of Claims judges themselves are increased, I suppose it 
will be proper to increase by further legislation the salaries of the 
commissioners. 

The same thing is true of the referees in bankruptcy. They are 
very important officials in the Federal judicial system. 

There is a maximum now beyond which their salaries cannot go 
because the Judicial Conference of the United States has been told 
by the Congress that salaries should not go beyond a particular level. 
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It seems to me that level should not be raised until we know what 
the district judges’ salaries are going to be, and it appears to me for 

similar reasons it is not desirable to add that to this legislation. 

Mr. Charles A. Horsky, general counsel of the National Association 
of Referees in Bankruptcy, told me he recognized the validity of the 
position I took and would not offer the legislation on bankruptcy 
referees either with this bill or independent of it at the present time. 

I respectfully suggest to Judge Laramore that I think the same 
consideration could be applied to the commissioners. 

The CHarrMan. Judge, at the present time the salaries of referees 
are based on workload; is that right? 

Judge SrepHens. It varies from district to district on the basis of 
workload and the amount of time they have to devote to the work. 

I think the maximum is $12,500. 

The CHatrman. There is a ceiling? 

Judge STEPHENS. Yes. 

Senator Krrauver. Do you have any questions, Senator Daniel? 

Senator Dantet. No questions. 

The CuatrmMan. Do you know that there is a move on foot now to 
have a sort of pool of examiners? I am wondering if that might be 
extended to the commissioners in the Court of Claims. 

Judge STEPHENS. You mean a pool of trial examiners in the Govern- 
ment, going from one agency to the other? 

The CHarrmMan. Yes. 

Judge SrepHens. Judge Laramore of the Court of Claims could 
answer that better than I could. 

I would think that would be quite inadvisable because those men 
are really specialists in the type of litigation which the Court of 
Claims has special jurisdiction over. 

The Cuaimrman. I sort of feel that way about the rest of them, too. 
A man who has been working in the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion becomes a specialist on transportation. If you suddenly move 
him into communications, he would have to practically educate him- 
self for that job on that case. 

Judge SrernEens. On the other hand, in the Federal judiciary we 
have felt from time immemorial it is better to have as few special 
courts as possible. 

It is better for the administration of justice to have trial judges 
and circuit judges, judges of general capacity and general under- 
standing. 

I sometimes say that to be a Federal judge in Washington our 
greatest requisite is being versatile; we have so many different classes 
of cases to deal with. 

Senator Keravuver. While we are on this matter of commissioners 
and Judge Laramore is here, I think we might hear him at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. DON LARAMORE, ASSOCIATE JUDGE, UNITED 
STATES COURT OF CLAIMS 


Judge Laramore. I am Don Laramore, associate judge of the 
United States Court of Claims. 

Senator Keravver. How long have you been judge in the Court of 
Claims? 

Judge Laramore. Since May 1, 1954. 
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Senator Keravver. You succeeded Judge Evan Howell? 

Judge Laramore. Yes. 

Senator Kerauver. What did you do before you became a judge? 

Judge Laramore. I was a circuit court judge in the State of Indiana 
for 12 years. 

Previous to that, I practiced law. 

Senator Krrauver. Now, you have a statement that you wish to 
make with reference to the commissioners of the Court of Claims? 

Judge Laramore. Yes, Senator Kefauver. 

I have a letter from Chief Judge Marvin Jones. It is short, and 
if I may be permitted to read it into the record I think it would 
better express what we feel in the Court of Claims than I could ex- 
press it. 

Senator Kerauver. Yes, we shall be glad if you will read Judge 
Marvin Jones’ letter. 

Judge Laramore. It is addressed to Hon. Estes Kefauver. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


UnNItTEeD STATES Court or CLAIMs, 
Washington, D. C., January 28, 1955. 
Hon. Estes Kreravuver, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


My Drar Senator: In connection with the bills pending before your sub- 
committee to increase the salaries of judges, I should like to draw your attention 
to the position of the commissioners of the Court of Claims, and to urge the 
insertion of a provision substantially as follows: 

“Section 792 (b) of title 28, United States Code, is amended by striking out 
“$14,800”, and substituting therefor ‘$_._____’.” 

The figure to be substituted should be the same as the salary to be estab- 
lished for judges of the Tax Court and the district judges of the territories and 
possessions, whose appointments are for a term of years. In the proposals that 
have come to my attention, these judges are placed on the same plane as district 
judges. 

The commissioners exercise judicial functions and their salaries are fixed 
by statute just as are the salaries of judges of the United States. The omission 
of them from consideration in connection with the pending legislation wouid 
result in their virtual isolation in respect to the adjustment of their salaries. 

The commissioners are the trial judges of the Court of Claims. They preside 
at the trials of cases pending in this court; they hear testimony in Washington 
and at various locations throughout the United States; they rule on the admis- 
sibility of evidence, subpena witnesses, make incidental orders, decide disputed 
questions of fact, report their findings to the court, and make recommendations 
for conclusions of law. 

Cases in the Court of Claims, carried through the trial stages by the com- 
missioners, frequently required protracted proceedings pretrial, take weeks 
of hearing, comprise hundreds of exhibits and thousands of pages of testimony, 
and involve hundreds of thousands of dollars. 

The commissioner system was created by statute in 1925. Based on a dele- 
gation of judicial powers, the system has been developed into an effective 
method of expediting the disposition of justiciable controversies. 

It is earnestly hoped that your committee will give favorable consideration 
to the insertion herein suggested. 

Very truly yours, 
Marvin JONES, Chief Judge. 

Judge Laramore. I, Senator, probably could not add anything to 
this letter because of my meager experience on the Court of Claims. 

However, I do have two commissioners of the Court of Claims who 
would be happy to answer any questions that you might pose or I will 
answer any questions within my power to answer. 

Senator Krrauver. We members of the committee know Judge 
Marvin Jones. He was a distinguished Member of Congress for many 


saint 
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years and has been for many years a member of and later chief judge 
of the Court of Claims. 

You tell him that we appreciate and will certainly give full con- 
sideration to his letter. 

Judge Laramorr. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Krrauver. Senator Kilgore, do you have any questions? 

The CuatrmMan. Yes. 

I am going to ask one question to bring out a point. The bill under 
consideration here is a bill based tot: ally upon a report of a commis- 
sion appointed to investigate certain salaried conditions. Now, they 
did not go into these other things. I will say for myself that I feel 
probably they are remiss, have been in the past. 

We have put through pay raises for the lower salaried brackets, 
and we have left a lot of the jobs requiring special training out of 
consideration. 

I am going to ask you: Do you not think it might be advisable 
if we could continue that same Commission to go into the very ques- 
tion you are raising and two or three of these other matters and make 
appropriate recommendations / 

Judge Laramore. Senator, the only objection I would have to that 
is that I realize how busy the Senate session will be, and I am just 
afraid that if the commissioners are left out of this bill now that it 
will be a good many years before they will get any legislation through. 

The Cuairman. Do you not think, however, that if such a commis- 
sion should make a recommendation for changes that it would be 
much easier to get it to the Congress and get it accepted by the people 
of the country ? 

Judge Laramore. Senator, there are 11 commissioners in the Court 
of Claims. It would be an infinitesimal part of the bill. 

The CuarrMan. I was thinking also of referees in bankruptcy and 
these various other matters. 

Judge Laramore. My answer to that is that our commissioners try 
cases and make conclusions of law, subject, of course, to a review by 
the Court of Claims. 

A referee in bankruptcy, I realize, is a highly trained individual, 
but. in the sense that he tries cases, he is not a judicial officer. 

The commissioners of our court actually are judges. 

I think Commissioner Bennett is here. I think he could more ade- 
quately answer your question, than I. 

Here is Mr. Bennett. 

The Cuatrman. It is not the question of work. I am just wonder- 
ing aS to the mechanics of the matter. The situation has been built 
up in certain categories by a report of an unbiased commission that 
made certain recommendations based upon study. We now recognize 
that the studies should have been possibly more far reaching. It 
would be better to ask the same Commission to make a report on them 
and the referees. 

Judge Laramore. I do not think this question would have come up 
except that it is our understanding that there are others that are 
going to be included in this bill, other than judges and Congressmen 
and Senators, and for that reason, we felt that if the door is going to 
be open, that it ought to be opened to our commissioners as w ell. 

Senator Krerauver. Judge Laramore, of course it has not been de- 
cided who is going to be included in the bill. 
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_ Judge Laramorr. I realize that is one of the purposes of this hear- 
ing. 

{f I may, I should like to present Commissioner Bennett. Iam sure 
that he can argue more favorably than I on this, because of his expe- 
rience in the matter. 

The Ciairman. I have no objection. I just wanted to bring that 
one point up in the committee and get the reaction of the committee. 

Senator Kerauver. For how long are the commissioners appointed ? 

Judge Laramore. They are not appointed for a definite term. 

Senator Keravver. It is subject to the will of the court? 

Judge Laramore. Subject to the will of the court. 

Senator Krerauver. Mr. Bennett, if you have a brief statement you 
would like to make, the committee will be pleased to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. MARION T. BENNETT, COMMISSIONER, 
UNITED STATES COURT OF CLAIMS 


Mr. Bennetr. Thank you, Senator. 

I think I might say one thing that will clear up a little confusion 
here about the status of the commissioners. Reference has been made 
to hearing examiners and to commissioners on quasi-judicial agencies. 

Now, gentlemen, they are in an entirely different category than 
commissioners in the Court of Claims. 

For example, take the hearing examiners to whom Judge Stephens 
has fat referred. They are under the Administrative Procedure 
Act and they are appointed in an entirely different way and their 
salaries are based upon the structure of a classified civil service and 
they are in the executive department. 

The 11 commissioners of the Court of Claims are the only people 
in the judicial department performing judicial functions other than 
the judges themselves, whose salaries are set by statute. 

Therefore, historically, we have been in a different category than 
these other people who have been referred to. 

Now, we would be embarrassed to come before a busy committee and 
ask for legislation for just 11 people at some subsequent time. 

I should like to make one other observation. ‘That is with respect to 
the salary scale. 

Now, our salaries as commissioners are twenty-five hundred dollars 
less than those of the judges of our court who are on the circuit level 
so far as their pay isconcerned. Weare on the district court level and 
the functions that we perform are similar, except that we have no 
criminal jurisdiction, to the functions of the district court judges. 

Our determinations are heard on appeal by Judge Laramore, Judge 
Jones, and his colleagues. 

Senator Kerauver. Your salary is $14,800? 

Mr. Bennerr. That is correct. We are not under the clasified serv- 
ice in any way. 

Senator Kerauver. Your appointments are not confirmed by the 
Senate ? 

Mr. Bennett. That is correct. The commissioner system was set 
up in 1925 when the docket of the Court of Claims was overloaded and 
the question arose then as to whether or not the court should be en- 
larged. 
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The Senate and the House decided that the court should be given 
authority to appoint commissioners to do the same work, as is true in 
many State courts. 

I do not know whether Tennessee has commissioners on its supreme 
aan or not, but Missouri does. 

We are appointed by the court on a nonpolitical basis and serve at 
the pleasure of the court and the history of those appointments is that 
the tenure is permanent. 

Senator Kerauver. Do you have any questions, Senator Kilgore ? 

The CuHarrmMan. No. 

Senator Krratver. Senator Daniel? 

Senator Danie.. No questions. 

Senator Kerauver. Thank you very much, Mr. Bennett. 

Judge SreruEns. May I make a further brief statement ? 

Senator Kerauver. All right, Judge Stephens. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD M. STEPHENS—Resumed 


Judge SrepHens. As far as the referees in bankruptey are con- 
cerned, to which Senator Kilgore has referred, Congress has left the 
determination as to what salaries they shall have, not beyond a maxi- 
mum fixed by Congress, to the Judicial Conference of the United 
States. 

I should think the Congress would, as it customarily has, in fixing 
such a maximum, want to have the judgment of the conference on that 
subject before action is taken. 

We do not have our next meeting until March 24-25. 

There are 161 bankruptcy referees, of whom 62 are on a full-time 
basis and 99 on a part-time basis. They, like the commissioners of the 
Court of Claims, are not called judges. They have much the quasi- 
judicial function of a master, to whom is referred questions of fact for 
determination, taking evidence and making reports and recommenda- 
tions. 

Now, if we open this legislation up to other groups, there are 656 
United States commissioners throughout the United States. They 
are committing magistrates in the Federal judicial system. 

I mention those items again in support of my suggestion as to why i 
is not wise to open the door. 

I want to add also, if I may, that I do not think that those who do 
not come within this bill will not have consideration by the Congress, 
or by the Judicial Conference at an early date if this legislation 
succeeds. 

We have been pressed by the bankruptcy referees at every meeting 
to adjust salaries, and we have adjusted their salaries by the Judicial 
Conference in many instances. We do that between sessions under 
our arrangement, when necessary, when there is a debt or a new 
appointment to be made; the referees’ maximum will be considered 
carefully by the Judicial Conference of the United States and recom- 
mendations made. 

Senator Kerauver. Does the Judicial Conference also make recom- 
mendations for salaries of commissioners ? 

Judge Stepuens. The United States commissioners; yes, sir. They 
are on a fee basis. 
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Senator Danie.. Judge, you do not mean to intimate, there is any 
comparison in our judici ial system between the positions of United 
States commissioners and the commissioners to the Court of Claims‘ 

Judge STEPHENS.. No, sir; I do not. The commissioners in the 
Court of Claims, some of vies I am acquainted with personally, are 
judicial officials in the proper se1ise of the term, and they are men of 
substantial ability and great responsibility. 

The Court of Claims is highly dependent upon them for their find- 
ings of fact and their hearings on the question of evidence and their 
recommendations for decision. There is no doubt about that. 

The United States commissioners are, of course, much beneath the 
rank of commissioners in the Court of Claims, and their duties are 
more limited in character. They are committing magistrates, how- 
ever, and they are very important officials. They fix bail; th ley make 
preliminary determinations as to whether or not a crime has been 
committed, and whether or not there is sufficient evidence to hold the 
person charged. They hold for hearing before the grand jury. They 
bind over to the district court. 

They are import: ant and necessary officials. They are on a fee basis 
because many of them serve on a part-time basis, but they are very 
important officials, not only in the large cities but in the national 
parks, and there is at least one in every judicial district. 

My point is not to compare them with the others but to point out, 
if we open the door, they also will ask to be let in. 

Senator DanreL. They might ask, but they are in quite a different 
position. 

For instance, at one time we had nine commissioners to our Supreme 
Court of Texas. They did the same work as the 3 supreme court 
judges did, you might say, except the 3 supreme court judges had to 
approve their decisions. 

A few years ago we made all 9 of them members of the court, so that 
we now have a 12- judge court. 

Are there any other officials in our judicial system comparable, or on 
the same level with the commissioners on the Court of Claims who 
could say, if we went into those salaries, “Now, we are in exactly the 
same category” ? 

Judge STEPHENS. I think while there is a distinction between the 
hearing examiners generally and the administrative procedure agency 
system, in the Court of Claims Commissioners, because they are 
strictly court officials; nevertheless, I think it is only fair to say that 
the hearing examiners in the Securities and Exchange Commission, 
the Federal Communications Commission, the Federal Power Com- 
mission, the National Labor Relations Board, Civil Aeronautics 
Board, do exercise substantially quasi-judicial functions. They hear 
the evidence; they admit or exclude evidence. They make findings of 
fact. 

They report those findings to the Commission. ‘The Commission 
usually relies upon them. 

I should think that they also salarywise would be entitled to 
consideration. 

Senator Danre.. You do not see a difference between the Commis- 
sions and the Court of Claims? The Commissions themselves that 
you are speaking of seem to me to be in a different category than the 
Court of Claims. 
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Judge SteruEeNs. That is quite true. 

We have the Circuit Court of Appeals review the decisions of the 
Commission as does the Court of Claims in a sense review the decisions 
of its commissioners, although I think Judge Laramore will agree 
with me that the commissioners in the Court of Claims are not really 
trial judges in the sense of the United States district judges, because 
they do not make the decision in the case. 

The first decision in the case is made by the Court of Claims itself. 
They hear the evidence. They make findings of fact and they make 
recommendations. I believe they do not make decisions. 

But I do not at all mean to minimize their importance and their need 
of suitable compensation for men of their ability and their importance 
to the Court of Claims itself. 

Senator DanteEt. Is the judge correct on that, you do not make 
decisions ¢ 

Mr. Bennerr. I would say he is not correct, Senator. He intends 
to be correct, and he is correct in part. 

But the difference is that the commissioners of the Court of Claims 
are empowered by statute to make findings of fact. Those findings 
of fact are presumed to be correct when they get up to the judges of 
our court; on the appellate level they are accepted as correct. 

We make recommendations for conclusions of law. We determine 
motions that are presented before us. 

For instance, at the close of plaintiff’s proof, if the Government 
wishes to move to dismiss, as in a trial court in Texas, for a directed 
verdict, for instance, before a jury—our cases are tried without 
juries—the commissioner can determine that right then and there. 

Ve have that authority. It is an entirely different status than these 
people in the quasi- judici ial agencies and those in the executive depart- 
ment such as the hearing examiners. 

I see no analogy to that whatever. 

Now, we are not called judges. We are called trial judges by our 
court, but the statute calls us commissioners. 

Judge SrepnHens. May I say that I do not disagree with the gentle- 
man at all. T said myself that they do make findings of fact; they 
do make decisions of law. They do make recommendations for de- 
cision and they are different from the trial examiners in the admin- 
istrative procedure system in that particular that they do not make 
decisions as the district judges. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, Judge, the commissioners’ decision 
does not become final until approved or disapproved by the Court of 
Claims as a body; is that right? 

Judge SreruEns. Yes. 

Senator Krerauver. Do you agree, Commissioner Bennett ? 

Mr. Bennerr. That is true, Senator, with respect to their conclu- 
sions of law. The findings of the commissioners are printed; they 
are a public record, and they go into the bound reports of the Court 
of Claims with the opinion of the judges of the court on the law. 

The point is that we are one operation, both a trial and appellate 
court a far as suits against the United States for money damages 
are concerned; there is no other place you can go except the district 
court which has concurrent jurisdiction of less than $10,000. 

Senator Kerauver. Thank you very much, Mr. Bennett. 


57814—55———-8 
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The Cuarrman. Mr. Chairman, I am still just not sure that I under- 
stand. 

We will say that ABC Co. comes before the Court of Claims with 
a claim against the Government. Is there any time in that proceeding 
that the commissioner’s findings would be final, if no appeal were 

taken ? 

In other words, say the commissioner recommends that the Gov- 
ernment pay so much money; that must then go to the court? 

Mr. Bennett. And it does, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And it is a question of practice, we are getting the 
question of pr actice mixed up with the question of authority. 

The practice, of course, has been that if there is not an appeal the 
court ratifies the decision of the commissioner ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, that is right. 

The Cuatrman. In other words, the commissioner is something like 
a master of chancery in the circuit court. The court would simply 
ratify the findings of the master in chancery on a chancery matter 
both as to law and facts. 

Mr. Bennett. I would not want to mislead you. The court can 
and does on occasion come to different conclusions on the facts. 

The CuatrmMan. They can, but to make yours final, there still 
must be a finding by the court? 

Mr. Bennerr. Ultimately, and one side or the other always takes 
it up because they have that opportunity. 

Judge Srepuens. As a matter of fact, is it not a fact that there is 
no appeal from your findings to the Court of Claims in the proper 
sense of the term appeal? 

Is not the first judicial action as such by the Court of Claims itself? 

Mr. Bennerr. I am glad you asked that question. Our rules are 
almost identical with the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure in the 
United States District Court. We have 1 or 2 exceptions and 
this question touches 1 of those, and that is when they go up from 
the commissioner to the court we call it taking exceptions. We do not 
say taking appeal from the commissioner. 

Senator Krravuver. Very well; I think we understand it. 

The committee is delighted to have Hon. Henry L. Woolfenden, 
president of the State Bar of Michigan. 

We appreciate your acceptance of our invitation to appear before 
our committee. 

You are the president of the State Bar of Michigan? 


STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY L. WOOLFENDEN, PRESIDENT, STATE 
BAR OF MICHIGAN, DETROIT, MICH. 


Mr. Woo.renpen. Yes, sir; an organization of 8,100 lawyers in 
the State of Michigan. We have an integrated bar there and every 
practicing lawyer must be a member of ‘the organization. 

I am here in response to the chairman’s telegram. 

The Cuarrman. You are president of an integrated bar? 

Mr. WoourenveN. Yes, sir. 

The State Bar of Michigan, in response to the recommendation of 
its judicial committee in September 1953, did take action recommend- 
ing to the Congress the need of raising Federal judicial salaries. 
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That action was communicated to members of the Michigan con- 
eressional delegation and that continues to be the position of the 
State Bar of Michigan. 

I have studied carefully the report of the Commission on Judicial 

and Congressional Salaries. It certainly represents the conclusion 
of a very representative Commission. I can heartily endorse the 
recommendations to the Congress made in that report. 

I would also like to state that I heard the statement of the Attorney 
General this morning, read by the Deputy Attorney General, with 
respect to district attorneys as to the need of increasing ¢ ompenss ition 
and giving a little more latitude to the Justice Department 1 in respect 
to the pay schedule of the United States attorneys and attachés of 
the court. 

I personally strongly recommend that that recommendation of the 
Attorney General be carefully considered. 

I would like further to make this one additional observation. I 
would strongly recommend expeditious action because, at least in the 
opinion of the State Bar of Mic higan, the salary increases are long 
past due. 

I do recommend expeditious action by the committee. 

Senator Krrauver. We are very glad to have your statement, Mr. 


Woolfenden, as representing the sentiment and the official action of 
the State Bar of Michigan. 


Are there any questions, Senator Kilgore? 

The Cuatrman. I have one question. 

It was said in a previous hearing that in one State there was a 
feeling that the salaries were too great. Do you find such a feeling 
among the people in Michigan? Have you heard any report such as 
that in Michigan ? 

Mr. Wootrenven. I have not, Senator Kilgore. I think that the 
sentiment is overwhelmingly in favor of increasing the compensation 


of both the judiciary and Congress to fairer levels in view of tod: ay’s 
situation. 


The CuHatrman. Thank you. 

Senator Kerauver. We appreciate very much your coming and 
testifying before our committee. 

Mr. Wootrennden. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


Senator Krerauver. Mr. Rhyne, do you have a statement you would 
rare to make? 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES S. RHYNE, GENERAL COUNSEL, COMMIS- 
SION ON JUDICIAL AND CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 


Mr. Ruyne. Senator 
dated January 17, 
record. 

Senator Keravuver. It will be printed in the appendix of the record, 
without objection. 

(The editorial referred to appears in the appendix.) 

Mr. Ruyne. I have an article from the Atlanta Journal, dated 
Mare “tpt 1954, entitled “What Pay Scale Will Provide Ablest Con- 


eress?,” which has not been previously offered and which we would 
like to have in the record. 


, Lhave an editorial from the Washington Star, 
1955, which we would like to have inserted in the 
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Senator Keravuver. Without objection, let it be printed in the ap- 
pendix of the record. 

(The article referred to appears in the appendix of the record.) 

Mr. Ruyne. I have also an editorial from the Louisville Courier- 
Journal, dated Sunday, January 17, 1955, commenting upon the report 
of the Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries, which I 
would like to read a couple excerpts from and then offer for the record. 

Senator Keravuver. ” it be printed in the record together with 
recent communications from Mr. Samuel Guard and you may read the 
excerpts. 

(The editorial referred to appears in the appendix of the record.) 

Mr. Riuyne. It is entitled “It’s Time Congress Voted That Pay 
Raise.” I read as follows: 

Congress gets today what it has long desired—advice from a Special Citizens 
Commission to increase its own pay and that of the Federal judiciary. After 
months of study the Commission, of wiiich Louisville’s Samuel R. Guard is a 
member, suggests that each Senator and Representative get a raise of $12,500 
above his p’esent pay of $15.000, that the Chief Justice get a raise of $14,500 
above his present salary of $25,500 to a total of $40,000 a year, that the Associate 
Justices draw #3),500, and that Federal district and circuit judges get the same 


pay raise as Senators and Representatives—$12,500, bringing their salaries to 
$27,500 and $30,000. 

These recommendations are sound, in our opinion, and Congress, with the 
musie of the Commission’s words still fresh in its ears, should lose no time in 
voting the salary increases. 


Then the final paragraph reads as follows: 

The issue, in any case, is a matter of principle, and far more important to 
the welfare of the country than is the electoral fate of any man or group of 
men now holding office. Congress shirked its duty last year, which is why the 
problem seems even thornier now. Delay now will improve nothing. But if the 
leaders of both parties will endorse the Citizens Commission advice, and if 
individual Members of Congress will put the future welfare of the Nation above 
their individual campaign worries, we believe they would be pleasantly surprised 
to find that the ordinary voter, too, agrees with Mr. Guard and his fellow Com- 
missioners. 

I would like to have the entire editorial in the record. 

Senator Kerauver. Is there anything else, Mr. Rhyne? 

Mr. Ruyne. No, Mr. Chairman; I do not think there is anything 
further. 

Judge Srernens. Senator Kilgore, may I offer, please, for the use 
of committee counsel, if he should choose to use it and you should 
choose to have him use it, a memorandum which I prepared since our 
last session here, which discusses the problem of the differences be- 
tween State official salaries and those of Congressmen and judges? 

Senator Keravver. Is it appropriate for the record ? 

Judge SrepneEns. I think it probably is appropriate for the record. 

Senator Kerauver. Let it be appended in the record, Justice 
Stephens. 

This was prepared by you? 

Judge SrerueNs. It was prepared by me. 

Senator Kerauver. It will be made a part of the record. 

(The memorandum referred to is as follows:). 


MEMORANDUM CONCERNING THE RELATIONSHIP OF Pay SCALES OF STATE OFFICIALS 
TO THOSE OF CONGRESSMEN AND UNITED STATES JUDGES 


Whenever Congress approaches a salary increase for Federal judges or Con- 
gressmen it is confronted by the problem arising from the fact that the salary 
scales for public officers in some States are much lower than the present scales 
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for Federal judges and Congressmen. Congress has twice, once in 1926 and once 
in 1946, considered solving this problem, so far as judges are concerned, by 
establishing a geographical differential. But in both instances Congress rejected 
such a solution. (See H. Rept. 1162 to accompany H. R. 2181, 79th Cong., 1st 
sess., p. 4, footnote 9), where the report says: 

% * * * * * * 

“Since the establishment in 1891 of uniform salaries for district judges, it 
has been recognized ‘that it is impossible to make and pass a bill fixing grad- 
uated salaries and paying different compensations to judges of the same class 
because of geographical or other reasons. 

‘*'The mind of the bar association and that of all persons interested in the 
present bill recognizes the fact that a flat advance is all that can be accom- 
plished. This is justified because today, under the law governing the appoint- 
ment and assignment of judges to different localities and districts, judges of 
our Federal courts are like a mobile army that can be moved here and there 
and assigned to work distances probably [far] from their home district. All this 
favors the creation of a flat increase that shall be the same in every district 
throughout the United States.” The quotation is from page 3 of House 
Report 232, 69th Congress, Ist session (1926), referred to above. 

This is still valid, since judges are, under the statutes, transferable from 
district to district or from circuit to circuit to aid in the disposition of pressing 
caseloads, and such transfers are frequent. As said in the quoted material, 
Federal judges constitute a “mobile” force. Another reason why salary differ- 
entials would not be supportable is that although judicial business is more press- 
ing in some parts of the country than in others the responsibility of judicial office 
is the same everywhere—involving, as it does, the decision of cases concerning 
rights to life, liberty and property—rights equally precious to all persons wher- 
ever they reside. It is to be noted further in respect of the judiciary that approxi- 
mately two-thirds of the business in the Federal district courts is dealt with 
in the 31 districts containing metropolitan areas with a population of over 
000,000—such areas, for example, as: the Southern District of New York 
(including New York City) :; the Eastern District of New York (including Brook- 
lyn); the Western District of New York (ineluding Buffalo) ; the Eastern Dis- 
trict of Pennsylvania (including Philadelphia); the Western District of 
Pennsylvania (including Pittsburgh) ; the District of Massachusetts (including 
Boston) ; the Eastern District of Michigan (including Detroit) ; the Northern 
District of Illinois (including Chicago); the Northern District of California 
(including San Francisco and Oakland); the Southern District of California 
(including Los Angeles and San Diego); and the District of Columbia.’ It is 
to be noted further that some of these districts are located in States where the 
salary scales of State officials are substantial, and in some instances higher 
than the scales for Federal judges—notably New York, Massachusetts, Penn- 
sylvania, Illinois, and California. 

For similar reasons there can be no geographical differential in the salaries 
of Members of Congress. Every Member of Congress from whatever district 
or State must bear the same national legislative responsibility, and each must 
possess a high level of ability and character—and these are the major criteria 
properly applicable to the establishment of salary scales. 

Does it follow from the fact that there cannot properly be differentials in 
the salaries of either Federal judges or Congressmen that the solution of the 
problem posed by the low-salary scales for State officials in some of the States 
must be that of never raising the salaries of either judges or Congressmen to any 
substantial degree above the level of salaries of local officials, such as State 
court judges and legislators, or even governors?* Congress has not chosen to 


1The other such districts are: Rhode Island, Northern District of New York, Maryland, 
Northern District of Alabama, Northern District of Georgia, Eastern District of Louisi- 
ana, Northern District of Texas, Southern District of Texas, Western District of Texas, 
Western District of Kentucky, Northern District of Ohio, Southern District of Ohio, 
Southern District of Indiana, Eastern District of Wisconsin, Minnesota, Eastern District 
of Missouri, Western District of Missouri, Oregon, Western District of Washington, and 
Colorado. 

2For example, in Utah the compensation of the members of the State legislature is lim- 
ited by the State constitution (amendment of the constitution, art. 6, sec. 9) to not exceed- 
ing $500 per year plus $5-per-day expenses while actually in session and mileage to and 
from their place of residence ; and the salary of the Governor is by statute (§ 67—-8—-1 Utah 
Code annotated, 1953 supp.) fixed at $10,000 per year together with an official residence; 
that of judges of the supreme court is fixed at $9,000 (§ 67—8—3 Utah Code annotated, 1953 
supp.) ; and that of State court district judges is fixed at $7,500 (§ 67-8—-4 Utah Code 
imnotated, 1953 supp.). It would hardly be feasible to pay a Congressman from. Utah, 
whose duties in Washington require substantially his full time, the same-compensation as 
that of members of the Utah’ Legislature. 
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solve the problem in that manner. On the contrary, it has, since the establish- 
ment of the Government in 1789, adjusted upward the salaries of Federal judges 
and Congressmen about once every 20 years—as national standards of living, 
costs, and the responsibilities of office have increased. And the level of salaries 
of Congressmen and judges has long been higher than that of local officials in 
many of the States. In short, Congress has recognized that the problem of suit- 
able compensation for Federal judges and for Members of Congress is a national 
problem which cannot soundly be dealt with on the basis of local pay scales, 
some of which are themselves unjustifiably low. 

Senator Kerauver. Now, as we are about to terminate this hearing, 
let me again ask if there is anyone present who wishes to testify in 
opposition to the proposals that we are considering ? 

‘There seenis to be no one present. 

Is there anything else, Senator Kilgore? 

The CHatrman. No. 

Senator Kerauver. Senator Daniel? 

Senator Dante. No. 

Senator Krrauver. If not, this will terminate our hearing. 

Certain telegrams and communications will be made a part of the 
record, which the committee has received. 

The committee would now like to have an executive session for a 
very few minutes. 

(Thereupon, at 11:20 a. m., the subcommittee proceeded into ex- 
ecutive session. ) 


3It is to be noted that cost of food and other goods and services is approximately the 
same throughout the United States; the principal difference in cost of living is in housing 
costs. See City Workers Family Budget, vol. 74, Monthly Labor Review, p. 521. 





APPENDIX 


ExuHibit No. 1 


CONDENSED SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS CONTAINED IN 
REPORT OF COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL AND CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 


The Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries was appointed pur- 
suant to Public Law 220 of the 83d Congress. It was composed of 18 persons 
including representatives of agriculture, labor, business and professional groups. 
At public hearings, the Commission heard more than 60 persons representing 
farm organizations, labor groups, professional groups, women’s organizations, 
and many other organizations representing a cross section of the American 
public. In answer to widely publicized invitations to submit views, many letters 
were received by the Commission, the preponderant majority favoring substantial 
salary increases for Federal judges and Congressmen. Task forces appointed by 
the Commission submitted an immense amount of factual material based on 
extensive research. 

The report of the Commission was made on January 15, 1954. The eighteen 
members of the commission unanimously recommended that the annual salaries 
of Senators, Congressmen and United States district judges be increased from 
$15,000 to $27,500, with corresponding increases for other United States judges. 
The report contains convincing reasons supporting the proposed salary increases. 

If the entire report could be read by all American citizens, a great majority 
of them would unquestionably support the proposed salary increases. However, 
inasmuch as the report covers 36 printed pages, it is not feasible to have it 
distributed to, nor read by, any considerable number of people. 

Therefore, the following condensed summary of the findings and conclusions 
of the report is herewith presented, in the hope that it will be widely used in 
newspaper editorials, letters to editors, and other publicity which will bring 
home to a large number of American citizens the unanswerable conclusions con 
tained in the report, which support the proposed salary increases. 


FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 


The reasons given in the report for these recommended salary increases are 
as follows: 

(1) These salaries have not been adjusted to keep pace with the growth of 
the duties and responsibilities of these offices. 

The duties of Congressmen and Federal judges resulting from (1) the expan- 
sion of the powers and jurisdiction of the Federal Government, (2) our new role 
of world leadership, and (3) the great increase in the complexity and difficulties 
of the problems with which they must contend, are incomparably greater than 
they were 20 years ago, and they consequently demand top-flight ability, training 
and leadership qualities in these important Federal offices. 

(2) The differences between salarics paid to Congressmen and Federal judges 
and those paid in private enterprise to persons of similar ability and less responsi- 
bility, has become too great. 

This difference has already resulted in the loss of capable and experienced 
Officials from Government service, and will mean the loss of many more such 
officials if legislative and judicial salaries are not adjusted. 

(3) Salaries paid Congressmen and Federal judges have lagged far behind 
salary increases granted to other Federal officials. 

Salaries in the executive branch of the Government were raised in 1949, follow- 
ing recommendation of the Hoover Commission. The Hoover Commission also 
recommended salary increases in the judicial and congressional branches of the 
Government, but these increases have never been granted. Compensation for all 
of the employees of the Federal Government has been adjusted upward five 
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times since 1945, most of these raises having been made since the last salary 
increase for Congressmen and Federal judges. 

(4) Salaries of Congressmen and Federal judges are, and for a long time have 
been, grossly inadequate. 

A survey conducted by one of the Nation’s leading newspapers indicated that, 
because of travel demands, maintaining a home in Washington and another in 
his home district, extra office expenses, unavoidable entertainment of constitu- 
ents, charity appeals and regular campaign costs, the average Congressmen must 
spend approximately $3000 more than his present salary. Federal judges have 
been forced to use up savings accumulated prior to becoming judges, and the 
widows of some Federal judges have been left destitute. 

(5) Present salaries of Federal judges and Congressmen tend to confine these 
important positions to persons of independent wealth or outside earnings. 

Without such outside income, few men can afford to meet all the extra expenses 
of a Congressman, plus normal] living costs. The Commission was told of many 
instances where able lawyers had been forced to refuse Federal judgeships be- 
cause their lack of independent means made it unfeasible for them to accept said 
judicial appointment at present salaries. The Commission believes that it is 
contrary to our democratic tradition to confine positions in the legislative and 
judicial branches of the Federal Government to men of wealth or outside income ; 
and that no citizen of modest means, with the necessary qualifications, should be 
prevented from serving in Congress or on the Federal bench because salaries have 
fallen below fair and realistic standards. 

(6) In arriving at the recommended salary of $27,500 as reasonable for Federal 
District judges and Members of Congress, the Commission cosideread such factors 
as the 92 percent increase in cost of living since 1939, the required standard of 
living for these persons, the duties and responsibilities of these offices, and the 
history of the salaries of these officials. Even if increased to this figure, the pro- 
posed salary would not be equal to those received in private pursuits by indi- 
viduals possessing the qualifications required for these high offices. In comparé- 
son with the $10,000 salary paid Congressmen and Federal district judges in 
1939, and after deducting Federal tares in both years, the proposed salaries 
would represent a net increase of purchasing power in terms of 1939 dollars of 
$845 for United States district judges, and $1,472 for Members of Congress. 

(7) The annual net cost to the Government (after payment of Federal taxes 
by the recipient) would be $4,527,302, for the recommended congressional salary 
increase, and $2,981,491 for the Federal judicial salary increases. The total 
annual net cost of the proposed increases ($7,508,793) would be only one-hun- 
dredth of 1 percent of the Federal budget. 

(Prepared by the Committee on Judicial Selection, Tenure and Compensation, 
American Bar Association, Minneapolis, Minn.) 





ExuHIbsit No. 2 
{From the American Bar Association Journal, March 1953] 
THE JupIcIAL SALARY CrIsIS: AN INCREASE IS URGENTLY NEEDED 


by Morris B. Mitchell 
Chairman of the Committee on Judicial Selection, Tenure and Compensation 


It is self-evident that the quality of justice dealt out by our courts depends 
ultimately upon the character and ability of the men who serve as judges. 
This article calls attention to the fact that the low salaries paid to our Federal 
judges (and to most State judges) are endangering the kind of justice that 
our courts dispense—able judges are resigning because they cannot afford to 
live on the judicial stipend; the best qualified lawyers sometimes refuse to 
accept appointment to the bench. Several bills have been or will be introduced 
in the 88d Congress to remedy the situation; Mr, Mitchell calls for support 
from the bar to secure their passage. 


Bills providing for increases in judicial salaries will be introduced in the 83d 
United States Congress and in many of the 44 State legislatures which convened 
early in 1953. It is important that American lawyers understand: the urgent 
need for such salary increases so that they can and will give these bills sufficient 
support to insure their passage. 


PS 
14 
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In order to avoid generalities, this article will deal specifically with the need 
for raising the salaries of 223 judges of the United States district courts—courts 
with which most American lawyers are familiar. If the need for raising these 
salaries can be established, this should also show the need for raising the salaries 
of the 65 judges of the United States courts of appeals, the 9 Judges of the 
United States Supreme Court, the 19 judges of the other special Federal courts, 
the 16 judges of the Tax Court of the United States, and the judges of most 
State courts. 

The current work of the Federal district courts and the inadequacy of present 
salaries paid to the judges of these courts were fully discussed by many bar 
association representatives and judges who appeared before a hearing of the 
Committee on the Judiciary of the United States House of Representatives held 
on July 27, 1949, in connection with the consideration of two pending bills 
increasing the salaries of all Federal judges. Much of the material of this 
article is taken from statements made at this hearing. 

Several of the witnesses at this hearing described the current nature of the 
work of the Federal district courts and the greatly increased duties and respon- 
sibilities which the judges of these courts have had to assume in recent years. 
They stressed the fact that the varied and extensive jurisdiction of the Federal 
courts requires a Federal judge to have a working knowledge of constitutional 
law, maritime law, engineering, finance and business, labor practices, taxation, 
and many other specialized fields of law. Many of his decisions touch the activi- 
ties of numerous individuals and business enterprises, and even the lives and 
liberties of many American citizens. The decisions of these Federal district 
courts on these important matters must in general be right if people are to keep 
their confidence in the courts and in the Government which these courts represent. 
As one witness at the House Judiciary Committee hearing stated it, “There is 
no room for fielding errors.” And if these important decisions are to be right, 
they must be made by judges of high character and first-rate ability. 

The extent to which the work of every Federal district court judge has 
increased in the past 11 years is shown by the annual report of the Director of 
the Administrative Office of the United States Courts, which states that from 
the year 1941 to the year 1952, the number of civil cases filed in the Federal 
district courts increased 56 percent, whereas the number of Federal district 
judges increased only 13 percent during the same period. 

Concurrently with the great increase in the work done and the responsibility 
assumed by these Federal district judges has come a drastic decrease in their 
actual compensation. This has been caused by (1) Federal and State income 
taxes and (2) shrinkage of the purchasing power of their salary. 


FEDERAL INCOME TAX HAS DIMINISHED JUDICIAL SALARIES 


A change in the Federal income tax status of Federal judges has greatly 
diminished their actual salaries. The cases of Evans v. Gore (253 U. S. 245 
(decided in 1920) ), and Miles v. Graham (268 U. 8. 501 (decided in 1925) ), held 
that Federal judicial salaries were constitutionally not subject to Federal income 
taxes. However, in 1939, these cases were reversed by the case of O'Malley v. 
Woodrough (307 U. S. 277) which held that Federal judicial salaries were 
subject to Federal income taxes. In the same year (1939), Congress passed a 
law (Public Salary Act, 53 Stat. 574), which gave the consent of the Federal 
Government to the taxing of salaries of Federal employees and officers (including 
judges) by State and local governments.* 

As a result of the O'Malley decision, a Federal district judge (who, prior to 
1939, had received his salary in full without any tax deduction) paid a Federal 
income tax of $3,304 in 1942. 

During the same year, and under similar circumstances, a judge of the United 
States court of appeals paid a Federal income tax of $4,154 on his $17,500 salary, 


1Salaries of State court judges were similarly diminished in 1939 by a change in their 
income-tax status. The early case of Collector v. Day (11 Wall. 113 (1871) held that 
Congress could not, under the Constitution, impose a tax upon the salary of a State judge. 
In 1939, the case of Graves v. N. Y. (306 U. S. 466) expressly overruled Collector v. Day, 
and held that all employees and officials of Federal and State Government (including 
judges) were subject to both State and Federal income taxes. See also Gunn v. Dallman 
(171 F. 2d 36). The American Bar Association Committee on Judicial Selection, Tenure, 
and Compensation has prepared a memorandum on the need for State judicial salary‘in 
creases, which has been sent to all State bar association presidents. 

3These figures are computed under the Revenue Act of 1951, and on the assumption 
that (1) the judicial salary is the only income of the judge, (2) the judge is married, 
(3) his wife has no income, (4) standard deduction is taken, and (5) the tax is computed 
by use of the split-income method. 
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and a Justice of the Supreme Court of the United States paid a Federal income 
tax of $7,088 on his $25,000 salary. Most of the Federal district and circuit 
judges also paid State income taxes in addition to the Federal income tax. 


PURCHASING POWER OF DOLLAR HAS DECREASED SINCE 1939 


In 1939, the year when Federal judicial salaries first became taxable, the 
Consumers’ Price Index, as compiled by the United States Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, stood at 99.6. As of November 15, 1952, the index stood at 191.6— 
representing an increase of 92 percent in the cost of living since 1939. This 
means that, in 1952, the $11,696 which remained after Federal district judges 
had paid their Federal income taxes, had an actual purchasing power equal to 
approximately $6,080 in 1939. The $13,346 which remained after circuit judges 
had paid their 1952 Federal income tax was the equivalent in purchasing power 
of approximately $6,940 in 1939; and the $17,912 which remained after Justices 
of the Supreme Court of the United States had paid their 1952 income taxes was 
the equivalent in purchasing power of approximately $9,300 in 1939. Because 
of State income taxes, the salary which remained after most Federal district 
and circuit judges had paid all their income taxes was actually less than 
these figures. 

RESULTING HARDSHIPS KEEP ABLE MEN OFF BENCH 


With this double-barreled attack on judicial income, which began in 1939, 
it is not surprising that most judges are currently having difficulty in living on 
their present incomes and that many of them have encountered actual financial 
hardship. The hearings before the House Judiciary Committee in 1949 brought 
to light many of these hardship cases—and it should be noted that both Federal 
income taxes and the cost of living have sharply increased since this 1949 
hearing. Witness after witness at this hearing stated that current Federal 
judicial salaries require Federal judges to live on a very modest seale and that 
after paying necessary living expenses nothing remains for emergencies or for 
savings. Many instances were cited where illness or other unusual expenses 
had forced judges to use up savings which they had accumulated prior to going 
on the bench, and in some cases these emergencies had caused them to go into 
debt. It was stated that most Federal judges worry about the future of their 
families in the event of the judge’s death, inasmuch as Congress has not provided 
annuities for surviving dependents of Federal judges (as it has done for many 
other Federal officials and employees) and inasmuch as present Federal judicial 
salaries do not permit a savings or insurance program adequate to protect 
dependents of a judge in the event of his death. 

These witnesses also pointed out the harmful effect on Federal judicial admin- 
istration of these inadequate salaries. There was general agreement that the 
incumbent Federal judges were on the whole doing an outstanding job in carrying 
on their work, despite individual financial hardship. But it was also pointed out 
that judges who are worried about the sharp decline of their actual income and 
the financial future and security of their families are not in a frame of mind 
to do their best work on the bench. 

But the most important effect on the Federal judiciary of these inadequate 
judicial salaries is the difficulty of getting good men to accept appointment at 
present salaries and the inevitable decline of the caliber of the Federal judiciary 
unless salaries are substantially increased. Several witnesses stated that if 
Federal judicial salaries are not placed on a sufficiently high level to make it 
possible for successful lawyers to accept appointment without hardship to them- 
selves and their families the result will inevitably be that judges must, in the 
main, be selected from either (1) lawyers who have acquired financial inde- 
pendence, or (2) Jawyers who have been so unsuccessful in practice that their 
present earnings will bear favorable comparison with present Federal judicial 
salaries. 

The witnesses did not believe that either alternative would be desirable—even 
though they recognized that there are some lawyers who are not fitted by tempera- 
ment for the active practice of law, but who nevertheless would make good 
judges. They felt, however, that generally success in practice is the result of 
professional competency and character, and that these qualities generally assure 
dependability and competency in judicial office; and that Federal judicial 
salaries should be such as to make it possible to get successful lawyers to accept 
judicial appointment. Thisis particularly true now, when the constantly expand- 
ing duties of Federal judges places demands upon that bench which only the 
ablest lawyers can hope to meet. 
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The American Bar Association’s Committee on Judicial Selection, Tenure and 
Compensation (of which the writer is a member) has learned of many situations 
that show the difficulty of getting successful lawyers to accept judicial appoint- 
ment. One of the principal duties of this committee has been to study the oper- 
ation of present methods of selecting judges and to cooperate with State bar 
associations in improving such methods. The committee has urged adoption 
of the American Bar Association plan for nonpolitical selection of judges—which 
has been adopted and is now in effect in Missouri, and which the American Bar 
Association has recommended for consideration, by all State bar associations. 
However, reports received from all parts of the country show that, currently, 
the greatest obstacle in the path in getting good judges on the bench and main- 
taining the stndards of the American judiciary is the low judicial salaries paid 
in most States and by the Federal Government. In Missouri, for instance, many 
of the lawyers selected by the nominating commission have refused to permit 
their names to be submitted for possible judicial appointment. In 1 State, after 
a bar preference poll had selected 3 men to recommend for a judicial vacancy, 
all 3 candidates refused to permit their names to be submitted to the Governor 
because they could not live on a judge’s salary. In another State, a member of 
the Governor’s staff reports that, in filling judicial vacancies, the Governor has 
been unable to get first-rate lawyers to accept appointment, and has been forced 
to appoint lawyers far down the list in ability. In some eastern cities, where 
local bar associations have wanted to recommend lawyers for appointment to 
vacancies on the Federal bench, many lawyers of first-rate ability have refused 
to let their names be considered—some of them stating that, even though they are 
willing to make financial sacrifices in order to accept judicial appointment, they 
could not possibly keep up their insurance programs on current Federal judicial 
salaries. 

THE PROBLEM IS IMMEDIATE 


At the present time, the difficulty in getting the ablest lawyers to accept ap- 
pointment to the Federal bench is not an academic question. The Judicial Con- 
ference of the United States (composed of the Chief Justice of the United States 
and the chief judges of the United States courts of appeals) recommended, in 
its 1952 report, the creation of 21 Federal district judgeships and 3 additional 
circuit judgeships. <A bill to create most of these judgeships was passed by the 
Senate in the 82d Congress, but did not get to a vote in the House. In all proba- 
bility, a similar bill will be passed in the current session of Congress. There are 
also a substantial number of Federal judges who are eligible for retirement and 
who will probably retire within the next few years. Consequently, the new 
President will hav® to make many new Federal judicial apointments. There 
will undoubtedly be many “willing Barkises” for these judicial appointments, de- 
spite the low salaries—but if the President is to make these appointments from 
the abler members of the bar, the salaries must be raised so that such men can 
accept these appointments without hardship to themselves and their families, 


REDUCED FEDERAL BUDGET SHOULD NOT PREVENT OVERDUE RAISES 


To secure adequate increases of Federal judicial salaries in the face of the 
present determination of Congress to reduce Federal expenditures and Federal 
taxes will be a difficult, but not an impossible, task. There are several sound 
reasons that differentiate Federal judicial salary increases from other proposals 
for increased Federal expenditures. In the first place, such increases are long 
overdue. In 1949, the Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of 
the Government (generally known as the Hoover Commission) went beyond its 
assigned jurisdiction in order to point out the necessity for increasing Federal 
judicial salaries. In its recommendation No. 11, the Commission, after recom- 
mending a raise in the salaries of certain career employees in the executive 
branch of the Government, stated: “At the same time it [Congress] should in- 
crease legislative, judicial, and executive salaries at the level of Assistant Secre- 
tary, or its equivalent, and above. The Commission has considered confining 
these recommendations to the executive branch alone. Although aware that it 
is exceeding its charter, the Commission has concluded that to recommend any 
increase in salary without taking the whole picture into consideration would con- 
fuse rather than clarify an action that is essential in strengthening our whole 
government structure.” In one of the task-force reports prepared for and accom- 
panying the Commission’s report, the Commission stated that it is unrealistic to 
adjust the salaries of civil-service executives without a corresponding increase 
in the salaries of elective and appointive officials. A table which accompanied 
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this report to illustrate the proposed increases included proposed increases in 
the salaries of the President and Vice President of the United States, the Speaker 
of the House, the heads of executive departments and Justices of the United 
States Supreme Court—and the report recommended raises in the justices’ annual 
salaries from $25,000 to $35,000. Congress has already increased the salaries of 
all the officials mentioned in this report except the congressional and judicial 
salaries. It seems probable that congressional salaries will be raised during 
the current session of Congress; whether or not this is done, certainly Federal 
judges should be given their long overdue salary increases in accordance with 
the recommendation of the Hoover Commission. 

There should be no objection to granting Federal judicial salary increases, 
despite the necessity of reducing total Federal expenditures, because of the small 
cost involved in such a judicial salary increase as compared with its great im- 
portance. It has been suggested that a $10,000 increase be provided for all Fed- 
eral judges, and legislation to that effect is now under consideration. Because 
of Federal income taxes, a $10,000 increase in salary would result in a net 
increase in take-home pay of a much smaller amount. In the case of district 
judges, the net increase wou!d be $6,216, for circuit judges, $5,938, and for Su- 
preme Court Justices, $5,008. 

It is estimated that this increase of $10,000 per year for all Federal judges, in- 
cluding the members of the Tax Court, would entail an additional gross expend- 
iture of $3,660,000, of which approximately $1,420,000 would be returned to the 
United States Treasury in the form of taxes. The net proposed budget of the 
Federal courts, including salaries, for the fiscal year 1954 is $26,370,075. This 
is about one-thirtieth of 1 percent of the total federal budget of $78,600 million, 
aS submitted to the Congress by former President Truman and one-twelfth of 1 
percent of the total 1954 budget, exclusive of expenditures for military services 








GENERAL RECOGNITION OF NEED FOR ACTION 
But the last and most compelling reason for granting these Federal judicial 
salary increases, regardless of necessary Federal budget reductions, is the long 
and widely recognized need for such increases, in order to preserve the standing 
and capacity of this important coordinate branch of the Federal Government. 
The recommendation of the Hoover Commission for Federal judicial salary 
raises has been referred to above. The house of delegates of the American Bar 
Association in 1949, and again in 1951,5 recommended such increases. The 
Conference of Bar Association Presidents, at the recent meeting in San Francisco, 
authorized the appointment of a committee to work for Federal judicial salary in- 
creases. ? 

The following quotations are typical of the editorial comment on this pro- 
posal : 

New York Times: 

“It seems the time to view realistically the inequity of paying Federal judges 
$15,000 annually, whether the post‘is in New York or in rural areas. * * * 
It can be argued that it is a lifetime position and a great honor to be selected 
for one of the country’s most important courts. But today, with the high cost of 
living, a judge on the federal bench is entitled to better compensation. One 
should note that the New York State Supreme Court justices receive $28,000 a 
year.” 

New York Daily Mirror (commenting on an address by Federal District Judge 
John C. Knox, before the Federal Bar Association of New York, New Jersey and 
Connecticut, in which he disclosed that in his 35 years of service on the Federal 
Bench, he had saved only $6,200, and that, of his $15,000 annual salary, $6,000 
goes for Federal and State taxes) : 

“We believe this kind of thing can’t go on without damage to the prestige of 
the Federal courts. The abler lawyers will not be attracted, and Federal judge- 
ships will become a refuge only for hacks who can’t make a go of it in private 
practice and want to get in out of the rain * * *. We hope it is sufficiently 
embarrassing to Congress * * * to bring about a remedy.” 








’Wrom figures furnished by Administrative Office of United States Courts; see also 
Federal Judges’ Compensation, by A. Aldrich Mooney, 27 N. Y. University Law Rev., p 
465: The Administrative Affairs of the United States’Courts, by Chief Judge Harold M 
Stephens (U. S. C. A., District of Columbia Circuit), 38 A. B. A. J. 555-622. 

*74 A.B. A. Rept. 383: (1949). 
576 A. B. A. Rept. 125 (1951). 
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There can be no doubt that it is in the public interest to have Federal and 
State judges paid sufficient salaries to meet their reasonable personal and family 
financial demands and to have these salaries sufficiently high to attract the abler 

embers of the bar and to maintain the high judicial standards which have al- 
ways been demanded of our judges. These judges are not adequate compensated 

t the present time, due to the impact of income taxes and the shrinking purchas- 

g power of the dollar in recent years. 

If our judiciary is to continue to maintain these high standards and if our 
ndividual judges and their families are not to suffer financial hardships, then 
he lawyers of America must assume the duty of letting Congress and the State 
egislatures know of the urgent need for adequate judicial salary increases. 

This is a task which only American lawyers can perform, The judges them- 
selves cannot do it because of their judicial office. But American lawyers—from 
vhose ranks these judges were chosen and who, in many instances, participated 
n choosing the present incumbent judges for elevation to the bench—can very 
properly present the case for judicial salary inereases to Congress and to the 
State legislatures. If the bar will wholeheartedly undertake this task, these 

idicial saalries will be raised to an adequate level. 

It is submitted that this is a duty which American lawyers owe to their pro- 
fession and to their country. 


| kditorial] 
Tue JupteraAL SALARY CRISIS 


To describe the situation with reference to the present level of Federal 
und most State judicial salaries as merely critical is an understatement. In an 
rticle in this issue entitled “The Judicial Salary Crisis: An Increase Is 
Urgently Needed”, Morris Mitchell, of Minneapolis, chairman of the American 
Bar Association’s committee on judicial selection, tenure and compensation, 
sets forth the causes of this crisis. They are: (1) High Federal income taxation 
since 1939 of salaries previously exempt, and in numerous cases additional 
State income taxes us well, and (2) the approximately 100 percent increase in 
the cost of living since 1939 and the incident reduciton in the purchasing power 
of the dollar to approximately 50 percent of the 1939 level. Thus the real 
silaries of judges in terms of take-home compensation are the lowest they have 
been in many decades. 

The results of these economic factors on judicial salaries are all too plain: 

1) Judges with financial worries and consequent reduction in working capacity 
ind possible loss of a feeling of independence and self-respect; (2) an alarming 
nerease in resignations of experienced judges from the bench; (3) the now 
frequent refusal of able and qualified persons to accept judicial appointments, 
and (4) the concomitant reduction in the quality of the bench. 

If the judicial department is to remain the strong protector of constitutional 
sovernment, the independent guardian of the liberties of the people and the 
completely competent dispenser of even-handed justice between the citizen and 
his government and between person and person, it is imperative that judgeships 
be made sufficiently sound economically to attract high-grade talent. In its 
relationship to the public weal, the cost of so doing is utterly insignificant, 
since the maintenance of the judicial department, 1 of the 3 great co- 
ordinate departments of Government, is only a small fraction of 1 percent of 
the total cost of maintaining the Federal Government or the government of any 
State. 

Chief Justice Marshall said, “The judicial department comes home in its 
effects to every man’s fireside; it passes on his property, his reputation, his life, 
his all.” Mr. Justice Sutherland said, “If the political structure erected by the 
fathers rests upon any one pillar more securely than upon another, it is upon 
that which upholds the right of the individual to invoke the judgment of the 
courts of the land upon his conduct.” 

The call, therefore, is for immediate action by the bar. The judges themselves 
cannot undertake the task because such activity is incompatible with their 
judicial office. But the bar, with its primary responsibility for improving the 
administration of justice and maintaining it at a high level, should at once 
present to Congress and to the several legislatures in States where action is 
required, the urgency of the prompt upward revision of judicial compensation. 
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: 


Exuisit No. 3. BAR ASSOCIATION RESOLUTIONS RELATING TO JUDICIAL AND COoN- 
GRESSIONAL SALARY INCREASES 


LIST OF BAR ASSOCIATIONS REPRESENTED IN ATTACHED RESOLUTIONS 


Virginia State Bar Association 

Georgia Bar Association 

New York State Bar Association 

State Bar of Texas 

State Bar of California 

Massachusetts Bar Association 

Wyandotte County Bar Association, Kansas 
Third Judicial Cirecuit—Lawyer Members of Judicial Conference 
Oklahoma Bar Association 

Bar Association of Seventh Federal Circuit 
Monroe County Illinois Bar Association 
Daviess County Association of Indiana 
Lawyers Association of St. Louis, Mo. 

Dunklin County Bar Association 

Women’s Bar Association of Kansas City 
Oklahoma County Bar Association 

Merced County Bar Association (California) 
North Carolina Bar Association 

Arkunsas Bar Association 

Indiana State Bar Association 

South Dakota State Bar Association 

New Orleans Bar Association 

Shreveport Bar Association 

Carroll County Bar Association (Maryland) 
Hinds County, Miss., Bar Association 

Erie County Bar Association (Pennsylvania) 
Alexandria Bar Association (Virginia) 
Charlottesville-Albemarle Bar Association (Virginia) 
Danville Bar Association (Virginia) 

Roanoke Bar Association (Virginia) 
Lynchburg Bar Association (Virginia ) 

Bristol, Va.-Tenn. Bar Association 

Delaware State Bar Association 

State Bar of New Mexico 

State Bar of Michigan 

Missouri Bar 

Board of Regents of American College of Trial Lawyers 
Pennsylvania Bar Association 

Portsmouth Bar and Law Library Association 
Norfolk and Portsmouth Bar Association 
Multnomah Bar Association 

Wisconsin Bar Association 

Chicago Bar Association 

West Virginia State Bar Association 

Rock County, Wis., Bar Association 

Bar Association of the City of Richmond (Va.) 
Montana Bar Association 

New Hanover County Bar Association 
Durham Lawyers Club, North Carolina 
Lexington Bar Association, North Carolina 


RESOLUTION ENpDoRSING BILL 1663 


Whereas the present salaries of the Members of Congress, Federal judges, 
and United States attorneys not only are inadequate for the important public 
services performed but also are insufficient in many instances to attract those 
who are best qualified to accept congressional or judicial offices in the United 
States: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the members of the Virginia State Bar Association in annual 
meeting assembled: 

1. That the bill now in Congress known as §S. 1668 providing for a $10,000 
increase in the annual salary of each Member of the Congress, and each judge 
of the United States courts, a $14,500 increase for the Chief Justice, and giving 
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the Attorney General of the United States power to fix the salaries of United 
States attorneys at not less than $12,000, nor more than $20,000 per year should 
he immediately enacted by the Congress ; 

2. That the secretary of the association mail a copy of this resolution to 
Senator Harry Flood Byrd and to Senator A. Willis Robertson and to each 
Member of the House of Representatives from Virginia. 

This the 8th day of August 1953. 

VIRGINIA STATE BAR ASSOCIATION, 
638d Annual Meeting, 
White Sulphur Springs, W. Va. 


RESOLUTION ENDORSING S. 1663 ApopTED BY THE VIRGINIA STATE BAR ASSOCIATION 


ASSEMBLED IN Its 63D ANNUAL MEETING, WHITE SULPHUR SPRINGS, W. VA., 
August 8, 1953 


Whereas the present salaries of the Members of Congress, Federal judges, 
and United States attorneys not only are inadequate for the important public 
services performed but also are insufficient in many instances to attract those 
who are best qualified to accept congressional or judicial offices in the United 
States: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the members of the Virginia State Bar Association in annual 
meeting assembled: 

1. That the bill now in Congress known as S8. 1663 providing for a $10,000 
increase in the annual salary of each Member of the Congress, and each judge 
of the United States courts, a $14,500 increase for the Chief Justice, and giving 
the Attorney General of the United States power to fix the salaries of United 
States attorneys at not less than $12 000, nor more than $20,000 per year, 
should be immediately enacted by the Congress ; 

2. That the secretary of the association mail a copy of this resolution to 
Senator Harry Flood Byrd and to Senator A. Willis Robertson and to each 
Member of the House of Representatives from Virginia. 

This is to certify that the above is a true copy. 

Witt1aAmM T. Muses, Secretary. 





GEORGIA BAR ASSOCIATION RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Hoover Commission recommended 4 years ago that salaries in all 
3 departments of the Federal Government be increased. 

Whereas the Congress enacted legislation providing salary increases for key 
officials in the executive branch, but enacted no legislation providing increases 
in the compensation of Members of Congress or Federal judges or United States 
attorneys. 

Whereas the compensation of Federal judges, Members of Congress and United 
States attorneys is inordinately insufficient to continue ot attract strong, able 
and conscientious men to the judiciary or the legislature or the Department of 
Justice or, in some instances, to retain those now holding office. 

Whereas this is a wholly nonpartisan matter. 

Whereas there is pending in the Congress of the United States S. 1663 which, 
if enacted, will provide for proper increases in the compensation of Members of 
Congress and of the Federal judiciary and of United States attorneys and 
assistants to the Attorney General of the United States. 

Whereas we have considered and approve and desire to support S. 1663 and 
desire to memorialize and make known our approval and support to the Members 
of the Congress of the United States and the public; Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Georgia Bar Association, acting through its board of guv- 
ernors, does hereby declare its approval and support of S. 1663 pending in the 
Congress of the United States, and does hereby urge the Members of Congress 
to enact said legislation; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted by the secretary of 
this association to each of the Senators and Representatives in Congress elected 
from Georgia and to the chairman of the judiciary committees of the House and 
Senate and the majority and minority leaders in each House of the Congress; 
be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted to the daily and weekly 
newspapers of the State of Georgia: be it further 
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Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be published in the next issue of the 
Georgia Bar Journal and that all members of the Georgia Bar Association be 
requested to communicate with their Congressmen. 

At the annual meeting of the New York State Bar Association held at the 
house of the association of the bar of the city of New York on the 31st day of 
January 1953, the following resolution was duly offered, seconded and unani- 
mously adopted: 

“Resolved, That the New York State Bar Association recommend to the 83d 
Congress the enactment of legislation which will raise the remuneration of the 
Federai judiciary so that such remuneration will be more reasonably in accord 
with changed economic conditions.” 


STATE OF NEW York, 
County of Albany, ss: 

I, Chester Wood, secretary of the New York Bar Association 

Do hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was duly adopted at the annual 
meeting of this association of which due notice had previously been given and 
that a quorum was present. 

In witness whereof I hereby subscribe my name and affix the seal of this asso- 
ciation this 3d day of December 1953. 


CHESTER Woop, Secretary. 





RESOLUTION STATE Bar or TEXAS 


Whereas the standing committee of the American Bar Association on judicial 
selection, tenure, and compensation, recognizing the urgent need to secure salary 
increase for Federal judges (as recommended by the house of delegates at the 
1949 and 1951 meetings), has concluded that the best means of accomplishing 
this objective is to support a bill which includes increases in the salaries of 
United States Senators, Representatives, and United States attorneys as well as 
increases in Federal judicial salaries; and 

Whereas Senator Pat McCarran of Nevada has introduced Senate bill 1663, 
granting increases to all United States judges, Senators, Representatives, and 
United States attorneys; the bill would provide for an increase of $10,000 in the 
annual salary of each Member of Congress (their present gross annual salary 
being $15,500) ; and specific increases of United States judges and attorneys as 
follows: 


Chief Justice of the United States, from $25,500 to $40,000: 

Justices, Supreme Court of the United States, from $25,000 to $35,000; 
Cirenuit judges, from $17,500 to $27,500; 

District judges, from $15,000 to $25,000: 

Court of Claims judges, from $17.500 to $27,500: 

Customs and Patent Appeals judges, from $17,500 to $27,500; 
Customs court judges, from $15,000 to $25,000; 

Tax Court judges, from $15,000 to $25,000; 


Military appeals court judges, from $17,500 to $27,500. 


The bill would authorize the Attorney General to fix the annual salary of United 
States attorneys at not less than $12,000, nor more than $20,000; and of assistant 
and special assistant United States attorneys at not less than $12,000 nor more 
than $15,000. The bill would also increase the salaries of Deputy Attorney 
General to $21,000; Solicitor General and Assistant Attorneys General to $20,000. 

Whereas the board of governors of the American Bar Association at its meet- 
ing in May 1953 has approved the action of the above-mentioned committee 
approving Senate bill 1663 (which carries out recommendations of the Hoover 
Commission) ; and 

Whereas there is urgent need for such salary increases; Therefore be it 

Resolved by the State Bar of Texas at its 1953 convention, That we approve 
the above recommendation of the standing committee of the American Bar 
Association, and we respectfully recommend to the United States Senators and 
Representatives from Texas that they support and vote for Senate bill 1663; 
that we commend such proposed legislation and express publicly the confident 
belief that its early enactment would be in the interest of good government, and 
would promote the administration of justice. 

We direct that the secretary send a copy of this resolution to each United 
States Senator and Representative in the United States Congress from Texas. 
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RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE STATE 
on AvuGusT 7, 1953 


3AR OF CALIFORNIA 


Whereas since the Hoover Commission recommended 4 years ago that salaries 
in all 3 departments of the Federal Government be increased, the Congress has 
enacted legislation providing salary increases for key officials in the executive 
branch, but has not enacted legislation providing increases in the compensation 
of Members of Congress or Federal judges or United States attorneys; and 

Whereas the compensation of Federal judges, Members of Congress, and 
United States attorneys should be sufficient to attract strong, able, and con- 
scientious men to the judiciary, the Congress, and the Department of Justice, 
but is not now sufficient for that purpose, or, in some instances, to retain those 
now holding office; and 

Whereas S. 1663, pending in the Congress of the United States, if enacted, 
will provide for proper increases in the compensation of Members of Congress 
and of the Federal judiciary and of United States attorneys and Assistants to 
the Attorney General of the United States: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the State Bar of California approves S. 1663 pending in the 
Congress of the United States, and urges the Members of Congress to enact 
said legislation ; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted by the Secretary of 
the State bar to each of the Senators and Representatives in Congress elected 
from this State, to the chairman of the Judiciary Committees of the House and 
Senate, to the majority and minority leaders in each House of the Congress, to 
the American Bar Association, and other interested persons and groups; be it 
further 

Resolved, That such other action in support of S. 1663 be taken by the officers 
of the State bar as may appear appropriate. 

I hereby certify the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of resolution 
adopted by the board of governors of the State Bar of California on August 7, 
1953. 

JEROLD E. WEIL, 
Secretary, State Bar of California. 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE MASSACHUSETTS BAR ASSOCIATION ON May 23, 1953 


I hereby certify that at the annual meeting of the Massachusetts Bar Associa- 
tion at Swampscott on May 23, 1953, the president, Samuel P. Sears, reported as 
follows: 

“A bill was pending in Congress and now before the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary which provides for an increase in the salaries of the United States district 
court judges from $15,000 to $25,000. Since the bill also contains provisions for 
increase in salaries of Congressmen, action upon the judiciary salary increase 
has been delayed. The President is said to be prepared to sign a bill increasing 
the judicial salaries. The presidents of the bar associations met in Washington 
recently and are urging Congress to pass the act with respect to the increase in 
judicial salaries. The President stated that he would like the support of the 
association members in connection with this proposal. 

“Upon motion duly made and seconded, it was 

“Voted, That this association go on record as favoring the increase in Federal 
judicial salaries.” 

FRANK W. GRINNELL, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION OF THE WYANDOTTE CouUNTY BAR ASSOCIATION RECOMMENDING 
ENACTMENT OF SENATE BILL No. 1663 


Resolved by the Wyandotte County Bar Association ¢f Wyandotte County, 
Kans., That it is the consensus of the members of said association that Senate 
bill No. 1663, now pending in the Senate of the United States in the 1st session 
of the 88d Congress, to increase the salaries of Members of Congress, judges of 
the United States courts, and United States attorneys, and for other purposes, 
is meritorious and needed legislation and should be enacted into law. 
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The foregoing resolution unanimously adopted by the Wyandotte County Bar 
Association of Wyandotte County, Kans., at its regular meeting held on Friday, 
May 29, 1953, at the Town House Hotel in Kansas City, Kans. 

Haro_p H. HArpDING, 
President of the Wyandotte County Bar Association. 

Attest: 

Brit E. Fasian, Secretary. 





RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE LAWYER MEMBERS OF THE JUDICIAL CONFERENCE OF 
THE THIRD JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF THE UNITED STATES, JULY 7, 1953 


Resolved, That the lawyers of the judicial conference of the third judicial 
circuit of the United States, covering the States of Delaware, New Jersey, and 
Pennsylvania, and the Virgin Islands, strongly endorse the principles of Senate 
bill 1663, and urge the bill’s enactment by the Congress of the United States; 
further 

Resolved, That the committee of lawyers of the circuit continue to cooperate 
with the American Bar Association, the National Conference of Bar Presidents, 
and corresponding committees in the other judicial circuits, in all activities ap- 
propriate to that end; further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution shall be forwarded to the President 
of the United States, to the Attorney General of the United States, to the re- 
spective chairmen and members of the Judiciary Committees of the Senate and 
of the House of Representatives of the United States, and to the Senators and 
Congressmen from the States of Delaware, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania. 





RESOLUTION 


Resolved by the central committee of the Oklahcma Bar Association, in regular 
session assembled, on the 8th day of July 1953, That it and its individual mem- 
bers endorse, in principle, Senate bill 1663 insofar as it pertains to the Federal 
judiciary ; and that copies of this resolution shall be transmitted to the Oklahoma 
congressional delegation, the chairmen of the Judiciary Committees of the House 
and Senate, and to such other individuals as the President may direct. 

This is to certify that the above and foregoing is a true and correct copy of 
the resolution adopted by the central committee of the Oklahoma Bar Associa- 
tion, in regular session assembled, at its meeting on July 8, 1953. 


K. Harris, 
Precutive Secretary, Oklahoma Bar Association. 





RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE BAR ASSOCIATION OF THE SEVENTH FEDERAL CIRCUIT 
AT Its ANNUAL MEETING HELD IN CHICAGO, ILL., ON MAY 25 AND 26, 1953 


Inasmuch as the membership of the Bar Association of the Seventh Federal 
Circuit is comprised of members of the bar admitted to practice in the United 
States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit, and the district courts of the 
United States for the various districts of the States of Illinois, Indiana, and 
Wisconsin; and 

Inasmuch as the members of such bar association are, of all lawyers practicing 
in those three States, most vitally interested in Federal legislation, Federal 
administration of justice, and adequate representation of the Federal Governmenr 
in litigation affecting the United States of America; and in connection with such 
interest believe it will best promote the system of Federal law and justice in those 
States to attract to the positions of United States Senators and Representatives, 
Federal judges and United States attorneys, men and women of the highest 
caliber; and 

Inasmuch as first-class candidates ought not always to be chosen from the ranks 
of the well-to-do or the ranks of those who are willing to make great sacrifice in 
order to serve the cause of law and justice, and the existing salaries of all three 
such categories of public officials are far below the compensation available to 
men and women in Other walks of life and public service: Now, therefore, be it 
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Resolved. That the members of the Bar Association of the Seventh Federal 
Circuit, in annual meeting assembled, endorse the recommendation of the Hoovet 
Commission that increases in Federal salaries (hitherto made effective for the 
President and other members of the executive branch of the Federal Government) 
he extended to members of the legislative and judicial departments of that 
Government ; further 

Resolved, That the members of this bar association hereby endorse Senate bill 
1463 proposing increases in the salaries of Senators, Representatives, members of 
the Federal judiciary and United States attorneys, of approximately $10,000 per 
vear; further 
' Resolved, That the committee on administration of justice of this bar associa- 
tion, acting both as an independent committee and in cooperation with the stand- 
jug committee on judicial selection, tenure and compensation of the American 
jar Association, proceed to make it the first item of business of such committee to 
obtain the enactment of Senate bill 1663 in its entirety. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Hoover Commission recommended +4 years ago that salaries in 
all three departments of the Federal Government be increased. 

Whereas the Congress enacted legislation providing salary increases for key 
officials in the executive branch, but enacted no legislation providing increases 
in the compensation of Members of Congress or Federal judges or United States 
attorneys. 

Whereas the compensation of Federal judges, Members of Congress and 
United States attorneys is inordinately insufficient to continue to attract strong, 
able, and conscientious men to the judiciary or the legislature or the Depart- 
ment of Justice or, in some instances, to retain those now holding office. 

Whereas this is a wholly nonpartisan matter. 

Whereas there is pending in the Congress of the United States S. 1663 which, 
if enacted, will provide for proper increases in the compensation of Members 
of Congress and of the Federal judiciary and of United States attorneys and 
assistants to the Attorney General of the United States. 

Whereas we have considered and approve and desire to support S. 1663 and 
desire to memoralize and make known our approval and support to the Mem- 
bers of the Congress of the United States and the public: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Monroe County (Illinois) Bar Association 
tion assembled) does hereby declare its approval and support of S$ 


(in conven- 
1663 pend- 
ing in the Congress of the United States, and does hereby urge the Members of 
Congress to enact said legislation; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted by the secretary of 
this association to each of the Senators and Representatives in Congress elected 
from this State [to each of the Senators in Congress elected from this State 
and to each Representative elected from the 25th District], and to the chairmen 
of the Judiciary Committees of the House and Senate and the majority and 
minority leaders in each House of the Congress; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted to 
(naming newspaper or newspapers) ; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be published in the next issue of the 
journal of this association (or sent to the members of this association) and 


that all members of the association be requested to communicate with their 
Congressmen. 


Adopted at a special session of the Monroe County Bar Assoc‘ation, in the 
city of Waterloo, in the county of Monroe, and State of Illinois, this 31st day of 
July A. D. 1953. 


A. H. Fripricus, 
President of Monroe County Bar Association of Monroe County, Jil. 
Attest : 


ARCHIE P, WEIHL, Secretary. 
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DAVIESS CoUNTYy ASSOCIATION OF INDIANA RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Hoover Commission recommended 4 years ago that salaries in 
all three departments of the Federal Government be increased. 

Whereas the Congress enacted legislation providing salary increases for key 
officials in the executive branch, but enacted no legislation providing increases 
in the compensation of Members of Congress or Federal judges or United States 
attorneys. 

Whereas the compensation of Federal judges, Members of Congress, and 
United Siates attorneys is inordinately insufficient to continue to attract strong, 
able, and conscientious men to the judiciary or the legislature or the Department 
of Justice, or in some instances, to retain those now holding office. 

Whereas this is a wholly nonpartisan matter. 

Whereas there is pending in the Congress of the United States S. 1663 which, 
if enacted, will provide for proper increases in the compensation of Members 
of Congress and of the Federal judiciary and of United States attorneys and 
assistants to the Attorney General of the United States. 

Whereas we have considered and approve and desire to support S. 1663 and 
desire to memoralize and make known our approval and support to the Members 
of the Congress of the United States and the public; therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Daviess County Bar Association of Indiana in special 
session assembled does hereby declare its approval and support of S. 1663 pending 
in the Congress of the United States, and does hereby urge the Members of 
Congress to enact said legislation ; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted by the secretary of this 
association to Homar E. Capehart and William E. Jenner, the United States 
Senators of Indiana and William G. Bray, Congressman from the 7th Congres- 
sional District and to Representative Chauncey W. Reed, chairman of the House 
Judiciary Committee and Senator William Langer, chairman of the Senate 
Judiciary Committee and Senator William F. Knowland, majority Senate leader 
and Congressman Charles A. Halleck, majority leader of the House and Senator 
William B. Johnson, minority leader of the Senate and Congressman Sam Ray- 
burn, minority leader of the House of Representatives. 

Done this 28th day of July 1953. 

Jay O. CHAPMAN, 
President Daviess County Association of Indiana. 

Attested by: DEAN H. NEERIEMER, 

Secretary Treasurer Daviess County Association of Indiana. 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE LAWYERS ASSOCIATION OF St. Louris, Mo. on 
Aveust 6, 1953 


Whereas the Hoover Commission recommended 4 years ago that salaries in all 
three departments of the Federal Government be increased. 

Whereas the Congress enacted legislation providing salary increases for key 
officials in the executive branch, but enacted no legislation providing increases 
in the compensation of Members of Congress or Federal judges or United States 
attorneys. 

Whereas the compensation of Federal judges, Members of Congress, and 
United States attorneys is inordinately insufficient to continue to attract strong, 
able, and conscientious men to the judiciary or the legislature or the Deparment 
of Justice or, in some instances, to retain those now holding office. 

Whereas this is a wholly nonpartisan matter. 

Whereas there is pending in the Congress of the United States S. 1663 which, 
if enacted, will provide for proper increases in the compensation of Members 
of Congress and of the Federal Judiciary and of United States attorneys and 
assistants to the Attorney General of the United States. 

Whereas we have considered and approve and desire to support S. 1663 and 
desire to memoralize and make known our approval and support to the Mem- 
bers of the Congress of the United States and the public, Therefore, be it 

Resolved, that the executive committee of the Lawyers Association of St. 
Louis, Mo., does hereby declare its approval and support of 8. 1663 pending in 
the Congress of the United States, and does hereby urge the Members of Congress 
to enact said legislation; Be it further 
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Resolwed that copies of this resolution be transmitted to the St. Louis Globe- 
Democrat and St. Louis Post-Dispatch. 
A true copy. 
EVERETT HULLVERSON, President. 
Dated August 6, 1953. 





RESOLUTION OF THE DUNKLIN CouNTy BAR ASSOCIATION FAVORING HNACTMENT OF 
S. 1663, or THE 83p ConGRESS INCREASING FEDERAL JUDICIAL AND CONGRESSIONAL 
SALARIES 


Whereas adequate salaries are necessary to attract to and retain competent 
persons of high standards of character and efficiency on the Federal courts, in 
the Congress of the United States, and in the offices of United States attorneys, 
and for the efficient functioning thereof, and 

Whereas in 1926 the salary of the Chief Justice of the United States was 
$20,500 and the salaries of the Associate Justices were $20,000 each, raised in 
1946 to $25,500 and $25,000, respectively; in 1926 the salaries of Circuit Court 
judges, judges of the United States Court of Claims, the United States Court of 
Customs and Patent Appeals, and of Tax Court were fixed at $12,500, raised in 
1946 to $17,500; in 1926 the salaries of District Court judges (with some varia- 
tion re Virgin Islands) and judges of the Customs Court were fixed at $10,000, 
except that of the Chief Judge of the District Court for the District of Columbia, 
which was fixed at $10,500; raised in 1946 to $15,000 and $15,500, respectively, and 

Whereas in 1925 the salaries of Members of Congress generally was $10,000, 
with $15,000 for the Speaker, increased in 1946 to $12,500 generally and to 
$30,000 for the Speaker, and increased for the elected officers of Congress in 
1949 by 5 percent (excluding the presiding officers) ; said Members of Congress 
having an expense allowance of $2,500 since 1945, and 

Whereas the above salaries are inadequate, having in mind (@) the responsi- 
bility and the complicated character and nature of the work with ever-increasing 
volume, of our Federal judiciary; (b) the ever-increasing volume of work for 
congressional action, including complicated problems difficult of solution, re- 
quiring more extended sessions of Congress; (c) the greatly increased cost of 
living (consumers’ price index for moderate income families in large cities, 
December 15, 1939, standing at 99.6, December 15, 1946, standing at 153.3, and 
November 15, 1952 (the latest date available), standing at 191.1); (d) the fact 
that the salaries of Federal judges have been held taxable by the Federal Gov- 
ernment since 1949, as well as the fact that the salaries of all Federal officers 
and employees (including Federal judges and Congressmen) are subject to 
State income taxes also since 1939; (e) that Congressmen have to maintain 2 
homes, 1 in Washington and the other in the home State of their residence, and 

Whereas the proposed increases after Federal income-tax deductions will net 
(a) the Chief Justice of the United States approximately $6,864 on an increase 
of $14,500; (6) the Associate Justices of the Supreme Court approximately 
$5,008 on an increase of $10,000; (c) the judges of the circuit courts and Court 
of Claims, and Customs and Patent Appeals approximately $5,938 on an increase 
of $10,000; (d) the district judges and judges of the Customs and Tax Courts 
approximately $6,216 on an increase of $10,000; (e) and Congressmen approxi- 
mately $6,826 on an increase of $10,000—the above approximate net increases 
not taking into account deductions on account of State income taxes; and 

Whereas the present salaries of United States attorneys and their assistants 
are likewise inadequate on the basis of the volume, character, and nature of 
the work performed, having in mind also the increased cost of living and high 
taxes; Therefore be it 

Resolved, That S. 1663 of the 88d Congress relating to increasing Federal 
judicial and congressional salaries be endorsed in its entirety and that a copy 
of this resolution be forwarded to Hon. Thomas C. Hennings, Jr., United States 
Senator, State of Missouri; Hon. W. Stuart Symington, United States Senator, 
State of Missouri; Hon. Paul C. Jones, Member of Congress, 10th Congressional 
District, State of Missouri; Hon. Charles L. Carr, State chairman; and that the 
Dunklin County Bar Association recommends and encourages the enactment of 
said S. 1663 into law. 

Passed and approved by the Dunklin County Bar Association at its regular 
meeting this 13th day of July 1953. 


Vaueu L. Bippt, President. 
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RESOLUTION OF THE WOMEN’S Bar ASSOCIATION OF KANSAS City FAVORING ENACT- 
MENT OF S. 16683 OF THE S3p CONGRESS INCREASING FEDERAL JUDICIAL AND 
CONGRESSION AL SALARIES 


Whereas adequate salaries are necessary to attract to and retain competent 
persons of high standards of charaeter and efficiency on the Federal courts, in 
the Congress of the United States, and in the office of United States attorneys, 
and for the efficient functioning thereof; and 

Whereas in 1926 the salary of the Chief Justice of the United States was 
$20,500 and the salaries of the Associate Justices were $20,000 each, raised in 
1946 to $25,500 and $25,000, respectively ; in 1926 the salaries of circuit court 
judges, judges of the United States Court of Claims, the United States Court of 
Customs and Patent Appeals, and of Tax Court were fixed at $12,500, raised in 
1946 to $17,500; in 1926 the salaries of district court judges (with some variation 
re Virgin Islands) and judges of the Customs Court were fixed at $10,000, except 
that of the Chief Judge of the District Court for the District of Columbia, 
which was fixed at $10,500; raised in 1946 to $15,000 and $15,500, respectively ; 
and 

Whereas in 1925 the salaries of Members of Congress generally was $10,000, 
with $15,000 for the Speaker, increased in 1946 to $12,500 generally and to 
$30,000 for the Speaker, and increased for the elected officers of Congress in 
1949 by 5 percent (excluding the presiding officers) ; said Members of Congress 
having an expense allowance of $2,500 since 1945; and 

Whereas the above salaries are inadequate, having in mind: (a) the re- 
sponsibility and the complicated character and nature of the work, with ever 
increasing volume, of our Federal judiciary; (>) the ever-increasing volume 
of work for congressional action, including complicated problems difficult of 
solution, requiring more extended sessions of Congress: (c) the greatly in- 
creased cost of living (Consumers’ Price Index for moderate income families in 
large cities—December 15, 1939, standing at 99.6, December 15, 1946, standing at 
153.3, and November 15, 1952 (the latest date available), standing at 191.1); 
(d@) the fact that the salaries of Federal judges have been held taxable by the 
Federal Government since 1939, as well as the fact that the salaries of all 
Federal officers and employees (including Federal judges and Congressmen) 
are subject to State income taxes also since 1939; (e) that Congressmen have to 
maintain two homes, one in Washington and the other in the home State of 
their residence: and 

Whereas the proposed increases after Federal income tax deductions will net 
(a) the Chief Justice of the United States approximately $6,864 on an increase 
of $14,500; (6) the Associate Justices of the Supreme Court approximately 
$5,008. on an increase of $10,000; (c) the judges of the cirenit courts and Courts 
of Claims, and Customs and Patent Appeals approximately $5,938 on an increase 
of $10,000; (d) the district judges and judges of the Customs and Tax Courts 
approximately $6,216 on an increase of $10,000; (c) and Congressmen approxi- 
mately $6,826 on an increase of $10,000—the above approximate net increases 
not taking into account deductions on account of State income taxes; and 

Whereas the present salaries of United States attorneys and their assistants 
are likewise inadequate on the basis of the volume, character, and nature of 
the work performed, having in mind also the increased cost of living and high 
taxes: Now therefore be it 

Resolved by the officers and members of the erecutive committee of the 
Women’s Bar Association of Kansas City, Mo., as duly authorized by its econ- 
stitution and bylaivs, That Senate bill 1663 of the S3d Congress to increase 
Federal judicial and congressional salaries be, and the same is, hereby approved 
and its enactment into law is hereby recommended. 

Adopted July 15, 1958. 

THE WoOMEN’s Bar ASSOCIATION OF KANSAS Crry, 


Rusy CAMPBELL, President. 
Attested: 


VERLYN REESE, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION 


Resolved by the Board of Directors of the Oklahoma County Bar Association, 
That Senate bill No. 1663, now pending in the Senate of the United States in 
the ist session of the S8d Congress, to increase the salaries of Members of 
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(‘ongress, judges of the United States courts, and United States attorneys, and 
for other purposes, is meritorious and needed legislation and should be enacted 
into law. 


CERTIFICATE 


I, Wayne B. Snow, secretary of the Oklahoma County Bar Association, do 
hereby certify that the above and foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution adopted by the board of directors of said association on June 19, 1953. 


WAYNE B. Snow. 
RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Hoover Commission recommended 4 years ago that salaries in 
all three departments of the Federal Government be increased ; and 

Whereas the Congress enacted legislation providing salary increases for key 
officials in the executive branch, but enacted no legislation providing increases 
in the compensation of Member of Congress or Federal judges or United States 
attorneys; and 

Whereas the compensation of Federal judges, Members of Congress, and United 
States attorneys is inordinately insufficient to continue to attract strong, able, 
and conscientious men to the judiciary or the legislature or the Department of 
Justice or, in some instances, to retain those now holding office; and 

Whereas this is a wholly nonpartisan matter; and 

Whereas there is pending in the Congress of the United States S. 1663, which, 
if enacted, will provide for proper increases in the compensation of Members of 
Congress and of the Federal judiciary and of the Uinted States attorneys and 
assistants to the Attorney General of the United States; and 

Whereas we have considered and approve and desire to support S. 1663 and 
desire to memorialize and make known our approval and support to the Mem- 
bers of the Congress of the United States and the public: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Merced County, Calif., Bar Association does hereby declare 
its approval and support of S. 1663 pending in the Congress of the United States, 
and does hereby urge the Members of Congress to enact said legislation; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted to the president of 
this association to each of the Senators and Representatives in Congress elected 
from this State. 

W. W. GuDMUNDSON, 
President, Merced County Bar Association. 


Dated: Merced, Calif., August 3, 1953. 





RESOLUTION ENpDORSING 8S. 1663 


Whereas the soundness of Government, and the administration of justice in 
America are determined by the quality of its legislators and judges and United 
States attorneys; and 

Whereas, present salaries of the Members of Congress and United States 
judges and attorneys not only do not attract but in many instances make it 
impossible for those who are best qualified to accept congressional or judicial 
office in the United States : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the members of the North Carolina Bar Association in annual 
meeting assembled: 

1. That the bill now in Congress known as S. 1663 providing for a $10,000 
increase in the annual salary of each Member of the Congress and each judge 
of the United States courts, a $14,500 increase for the Chief Justice, and giving 
the Attorney General of the United States power to fix the salaries of United 
States attorneys at not less than $12,000 nor more than $20,000 per year should 
be immediately enacted by the Congress: 

2. That the secretary of the association forthwith mail a copy of this reso- 
lution to Senator Clyde R. Hoey, and to Senator Willis Smith, and to each Member 
if the House of Representatives from North Carolina. 


NortH CAROLINA BAR ASSOCTATION, 
55th Annual Convention, Wrightsville Beach, N. C. 


This the 20th day of June 1953. 
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RESOLUTION 


Whereas the members of the Arkansas Bar Association are vitally interested in 
Federal legislation, Federal administration of justice, and competent representa- 
tion of our Government in litigation affecting the United States of America: and 

Whereas it is considered self-evident that the quality of justice handed down 
by our Federal courts, the quality of legislation enacted by our Congress, and 
the effectiveness of our United States attorneys, depends solely and ultimately 
upon the competency, integrity, and character of those individuals occupying 
these positions of trust; and 

Whereas it has been concluded that the present salaries of these individuals 
is substantially below those available to men and women in other endeavors and 
public service, and is deemed inadequate on the basis of the volume and the 
nature of the work performed ; and 

Whereas the members of the Arkansas Bar Association have determined this 
to constitute a crisis existing in our Federal system which has a direct effect 
upon citizens in every walk of life in that these existing low salaries are not 
now attractive to individuals of the highest caliber; and 

Whereas such members believe that candidates should not always be selected 
from the wealthy or from the ranks of those willing to sacrifice in order to 
serve in the name of law and justice; and 

Whereas in order to remedy this apparent crisis, make these offices attractive 
to individuals of the highest caliber and thereby render protection to our judi- 
cial and legislative system, which are the guardians of the liberties of the 
people, there has been introduced in the Congress of the United States, Senate 
bill 1663, which proposes increases in the salaries of Senators, Representatives, 
members of the Federal judiciary and United tSates attorneys: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Arkansas Bar Association, That Senate bill 1663 be and is 
hereby endorsed and its enactment into law recommended and urged. 


CERTIFICATE 
This is to certify that the foregoing resolution is a true and correct copy of a 
resolution passed unanimously by the executive committee of the Arkansas Bar 
Association at the special meeting held on September 8, 1953. 

WILLIAM J. SMITH, 


Chairman, Executive Committee, Arkansas Bar Association. 
Attest: 


MAURICE MITCHELL, 
Secretary, Arkansas Bar Association. 





RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE INDIANA STATE BAR ASSOCIATION AT ITS ANNUAL 
MEETING SEPTEMBER 19, 1953 


Whereas the Hoover Commission recommended 4 years ugo that the salaries 
of Members of Congress, the Federal judiciary, and United States attorneys, be 
increased in proportion to the responsibility of the positions and the greatly 
increased costs of taxes and living; and 

Whereas the current salaries are such as to attract only the well-to-do, or 
those who are willing to undergo sacrifice in order to enter public service ; and 

Whereas there was introduced in the 83d Congress a bill (S. 1663) authorizing 
increases in such salaries, which did not pass, but is still pending: Now, there 
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Indiana State Bar Association, That this association hereby 
endorses the recommendation of the Hoover Commission for increases in Federal 
salaries and the content of Senate bill 1663; and be it further 

Resolved, That the committee on judicial selection and tenure of this associa- 
tion be, and it is hereby, authorized to lend all assistance deemed necessary 
or desirable to secure the passage of S. 1663 in the forthcoming session of 
Congress. 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE SoutH DaxkotTa STATE BAR ON SEPTEMBER 3, 1953 


Whereas at the recent session of the United States Congress there was enacted 
legislation for appointment of a Commission of 18 members to study the entire 
subject of adequate salaries for the Federal judiciary, Senators and Congress- 
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men, such Commission to be made up of 6 members appointed by the President, 
6 by the Chief Justice of the United States Supreme Court, 3 by the President 
of the United States Senate, and 3 by the Speaker of the United States House of 
Representatives, with such Commission to make dué report of its findings and 
recommendations; and 

Whereas it is of obvious public importance that salaries of these officials 
should be commensurate with the responsibility involved and sufficient to attract 
the best available talent to these positions ; and 

Whereas it is clearly unfortunate that the Federal Constitution vests in Con- 
gress final responsibility for fixing of salaries of Members thereof; and 

Whereas a Commission of the character such as that authorized can reasonably 
be expected to devote thorough study to the entire question, and to recommend 
a seale of salaries which will be fair, adequate and consistent with the public 
welfare: Now, therefore, be it hereby 

Resolved by the South Dakota State Bar as follows: 

First, that there is hereby endorsed the plan for such thorough study by such 
Commission as to judicial and congressional salaries, and a report by such 
Commission as to its findings and recommendations. 

Second, that there is sound reason to anticipate recommendation by such 
Commission of a fair and reasonable scale of salaries, in conformity with the 
public interest. 

Third, that United States Senators and Representatives from South Dakota 
are urged to give due weight to the recommendations of such Commission, and 
to pass upon such recommendations in a spirit of seeking a fair and just solu- 
tion of the problem of adequate salaries for the Federal judiciary, Senators 
and Congressmen. 

Fourth, that copies of this resolution, duly certified by the secretary of the 
South Dakota State Bar, be forwarded to the United States Senators and 
Representatives from South Dakota. 


RESOLUTION OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE OF THE NEW ORLEANS BAR ASSOCIATION 


Whereas the Senate of the United States is considering Senate bill No. 1663 
of the 83d Congress, 1st session, by Mr. McCarran, which would raise the salaries 
of the United States judges and attorneys and the United States Senators and 
Representatives; and 

Whereas Members of Congress received $10,000 per year in 1939. If we accept 
the purchasing power of a dollar at that time as 100 cents and then apply the 
then Federal income tax and assume the case of a Congressman who has a wife 
und one other dependent we arrive at a net figure of $9,628 as the purchasing 
power of the Congressman’s salary in that year. If we take this same Congress- 
man and discount the present salary of $15,000 per year by the amount of the 
present Federal income tax and the depreciated purchasing value of the dollar, 
we get a figure of $6,724, almost $3,000 less than what the Congressman received 
in 1989. Again, if we take this same Congressman and give him the raise of 
$10,000 making his annual salary $25,000 and apply the same discounts of Federal 
income taxes and the depreciated purchasing power of the dollar, we get a figure 
of $10,157, or only about $500 more in purchasing power than the Congressman 
was receiving in 1939. Therefore, the effect of the $10,000 raise will be generally 
to restore to the Congressman the purchasing power of his salary as it was in 
1939; and 

Whereas this same computation may be applied to the salaries of the United 
States district judges who now receive a salary of $15,000 per year and to the 
judges of the United States courts of appeals who receive $17,500 per year; and 

Whereas Associate Justices of the Supreme Court receive $25,000 a year, while 
the Chief Justice receives only $500 more, or $25,500. It is proposed to raise the 
salary of Associate Justices to $35,000 and that of the Chief Justice to $40,000 
so as to make the latter’s salary equal to similar positions in other Departments 
of the Government, such as those of Vice President and Speaker of the House, 
who receive $40,000 per year; and 

Whereas the bill prohibits United States attorneys and their assistants from 
engaging in private practice, which is an administrative policy already estab- 
lished by Attorney General Brownell. In order to make these positions attractive 
to attorneys of ability, the bill proposes to fix a maximum for salaries of United 
States attorneys at $20,000 and for salaries of assistant United States attorneys 
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at $15,000, the attorney general to exercise discretion in fixing the salaries in 
each district high enough for him to get top-grade men; and 

Whereas it is particularly important that the Government be able to get men 
of ability and outstanding character for these posts. When we go along through 
the years as we have done, in effect decreasing the salaries of our important 
Federal agents, we cannot expect to bring consistently to these positions men of 
real ability. Too many of them would have to make tremendous sacrifices 
financially if they do not have independent incomes: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, by the executive committee of the New Orleans Bar Association, in 
special meeting assembled, That it approves and recommends favorable con- 
sideration of the increase in salaries of the United States judges and attorneys, 
and United States Senators and Representatives, and, further, does recommend 
favorable consideration of Senate bill No. 1663 of the 88d Congress, 1st session; 
be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to the Louisiana delegation in 
the United States Congress, to the press, and to the committee on judicial selec- 
tion, tenure and compensation of the American Bar Association. 


ss ——_—.. President. 














I certify the above and foregoing to be a true and correct copy of a resolution 


of the executive committee of the New Orleans Bar Association. 
























—— ———_,, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Hoover Commission recommended 4 years ago that salaries in 
all 3 departments of the Federal Government be increased ; 

Whereas the Congress enacted legislation providing salary increases for key 
officials in the executive branch, but enacted no legislation providing increases 
in the compensation of Members of Congress or Federal judges or United States 
attorneys ; 

Whereas the compensation of Federal judges, Members of Congress and United 
States attorneys is inordinately insufficient to continue to attract strong, able 
and conscientious men to the judiciary or the legislature or the Deparment of 
Justice or, in some instances, to retain those now holding office. 

Whereas this is a wholly nonpartisan matter ; 

Whereas there is pending in the Congress of the United States S. 1663 which, 
if enacted, will provide for proper increases in the compensation of Members 
of Congress and of the Federal judiciary and of United States attorneys and 
assistants to the Attorney General of the United States. 

Whereas we have considered and approve and desire to support S. 1663 and 
desire to memorialize and make known our approval and support to the Members 
of the Congress of the United States and the public: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, that the Shreveport Bar Association does hereby declare its ap- 
proval and support of S. 1663 pending in the Congress of the United States, and 
does hereby urge the Members of Congress to enact said legislation; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted by the secretary of this 
association to each of the Senators in Congress elected from this State and to 
each Representative elected from the fourth District and to the chairmen of 
the Judiciary Committees of the House and Senate and the majority and minority 
leaders in each House of the Congress. 












CERTIFICATE 














I, Philip Goode, do hereby certify that I am secretary of the Shreveport Bar 
Association and that the above and foregoing resolution was duly adopted at 
a special meeting of the executive council of the Shreveport Bar Association on 
September 22, 1953. 


Puitie Gooner, Secretary, 


BAR ASSOCIATION OF CARROLL COUNTY, WESTMINSTER, Mp. 


Resolved, That this association shall be recorded as favoring the judicial- 
congressional salary increases as provided in Senate bill 1663; and be it further 

Resolved, That the secretary of this association be directed to send copies 
of this resolution to Senator John Marshall Butler, Senator J. Glenn Beall, Hon. 
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James P. Devereux, and to the committee on judicial selection, tenure and com- 
pensation, of the American Bar Association. 


E. O. WEANT, JR., Secretary. 


RESOLUTION 


Be it resolved by the Hinds County, Miss., Bar Association duly assem- 
bled, That this association favors and urges the enactment into law of Senate 
bill 1663, which provides for increases in salaries for United States judges, 
United States attorneys, and assistant United States attorneys: that this asso- 
ciation recognizes that inflation has caused the present salaries for these posi- 
tions to be inadequate ; and that this association favors having salaries for such 
officers made adequate so as to encourage members of the bar of the highest 
qualifications to serve in such positions; that copies of this resolution be deliv- 
ered to the press and to each Mississippi Senator and Member of Congress. 





RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Hoover Commission recommended 4 years ago that salaries in 
all 8 departments of the Federal Government be increased; and 

Whereas the Congress enacted legislation providing salary increases for key 
officials in the executive branch, but enacted no legislation providing increases 
in the compensation of Members of Congress or Federal judges or United States 
attorneys ; and 

Whereas the compensation of Federal judges, Members of Congress, and United 
States attorneys is inordinately insufficient to continue to attract strong, able, 
and conscientious men to the judiciary or the lgeislature or the Department of 
Justice or, in some instances, to retain those now holding office; and 

Whereas this is a wholly nonpartisan matter; and 

Whereas there is pending in the Congress of the United States S. 1663 which, 
if enacted, will provide for proper increases in the compensation of Members 
of Congress and of the Federal judiciary and of United States attorneys and 
assistants to the Attorney General of the United States; and 

Whereas we have considered and approve and desire to support S. 1663 and 
desire to memorialize and make known our approval and support to the Members 
of the Congress of the United States and the public: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Erie County Bar Association does hereby declare its 
approval and support of S. 1668 pending in the Congress of the United States, 
und does hereby urge the Members of Congress to enact said legislation: Be it 
further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted by the secretary of 
this association to each of the Senators in Congress elected from this State and 
to each Representative elected from the Erie Congressional District and to the 
chairman of the Judiciary Committees of the House and Senate and the majority 
and minority leaders in each House of the Congress: Be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted to the Erie Daily 
Times and the Erie Dispatch Herald: Be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be published in the next issue of the 
journal of this association and that all members of the association be requested 
to communicate with their Congressmen. 


The above resolution was adopted at a meeting of the Erie County Bar Asso- 
ciation held August 11, 1953. 
W. Louis ScHLESINGER, 
President, Erie County Bar Association. 
Attest : 
3ARNEY BERNARD, Secr®tary. 


RESOLUTION ENDORSING S. 1663 


Be it resolved by the members of the Alerandria City Bar Association at 
meeting held on Thursday, September 17, 1953: 

1. That the bill now in Congress known as §S. 1668 providing for a $10,000 
increase in the annual salary of each Member of the Congress and each judge 
of the United States courts, a $14,500 increase for the Chief Justice, and giving 
the Attorney General of the United States power to fix the salaries of United 
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States attorneys at not less than $12,000 nor more than $20,000 per year should 
be immediately enacted by the Congress; 

2. That the president of the association be, and he hereby is, directed to mail 
a copy of this resolution to each United States Senator from Virginia and to 
the 10th District Representative in Congress. 


I hereby certify that the above is a true copy of resolution passed by the 
Alexandria Bar Association on September 17, 1953. 
ARMISTEAD L. BooTHeE, 
President, Alerandria Bar Association. 





RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Hoover Commission recommended 4 years ago that salaries in 
all 3 departments of the Federal Government be increased; and 

Whereas the Congress enacted legislation providing salary increases for key 
officials in the executive branch, but enacted no legislation providing increases 
in the compensation of Members of Congress or Federal judges or United States 
attorneys; and 

Whereas the compensation of Federal judges, Members of Congress, and 
United States attorneys is inordinately insufficient to continue to attract strong, 
able, and conscientious men to the judiciary or the legislature or the Depart- 
ment of Justice or, in some instances, to retain those now holding office; and 

Whereas this is a wholly nonpartisan matter; and 

Whereas there is pending in the Congress of the United States S. 1663, which, 
if enacted, will provide for proper increases in the compensation of Members 
of Congress and of the Federal judiciary and of United States attorneys and 
assistants to the Attorney General of the United States. 

Whereas we have considered and approve and desire to support S. 1663 and 
desire to memorialize and make known our approval and support to the Mem- 
bers of the Congress of the United States and the public: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Charlottesville-Albemarle Bar Association does hereby 
declare its approval and support of 8. 1663 pending in the Congress of the 
United States, and does hereby urge the Members of Congress to enact said 
legislation: Be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted by the secretary of 
this association to each of the Senators in Congress elected from this State and 
to each Representative elected from the Eighth Congressional District and to 
the chairmen of the Judiciary Committees of the House and Senate and the 
majority and minority leaders in each House of the Congress: Be it further 

Resolved, That all members of the association be requested to communicate 
with their Congressmen. 


Certified to be a true copy of the resolution adopted September 10, 1953, by 
the Charlottesville-Albemarle Bar Association. 


CHARLES A, VIA, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 





RESOLUTION OF DANVILLE Bar ASSOCIATION, DANVILLE, VA. 


Whereas the present salaries of the Members of Congress and Federal judges 
not only are inadequate for the important public services performed, but also 
are insufficient in many instances to attract those who are best qualified to 
accept congressional and judicial offices in the United States; and 

Whereas the bill adopted at the Ist session of the 83d Congress, known as 
S. 2417, established a Commission to be known as the Commission on Judicial 
and Congressional Salaries, and required said Commission to determine ap- 
propriate rates of salaries for justices and judges of the courts of the United 
States afid for the Vice President, the Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
and Members of Congress, in order to provide fair and reasonable compensation 
to such officials and to report its findings on or before January 15, 1954: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolwed by the members of the Danville Bar Association in monthly meeting 
assembled: 

1. That an increase of $10,000 in the annual salary of each Members of the 
Congress and each judge of the United States courts, and a $14,500 increase for 
the Chief Justice will provide fair and reasonable compensation to such officials, 
and that such increases be recommended to said Commission. 
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2. That this association urge said Commission to report favorably on in- 
ereases in the salaries of such officials in amounts not less than those recom- 
mended above. 

3. That the secretary of the association mail copies of this resolution to the 
Chairman of the Commission, to Senator Harry Flood Byrd, to Senator A. Willis 
Robertson, and to each Member of the House of Representatives from Virginia. 

This 5th day of October 1953. 

Ricuarp A. BENDALL, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE ROANOKE Bar ASSOCIATION AT A ReGaurar MFFTING 
HELD ON OCTOBER 13, 1953 


Be it resolved by the members of the Roanoke Bar Association of Roanoke, 
Va., at a meeting held on Tuesday, October 138, 1953: 

(1) That the Commission authorized by S. 2417 to study increases in con- 
gressional and Federal judicial salaries is urged to recommend to the Congress 
that adequate increases in such salaries be made to attract those best qualified 
to accept these high offices, and that the Commission is urged to give serious 
consideration to recommending the salary increases specified in S. 1663; and 

(2) That the secretary of this association mail a copy of this resolution to 
Senator Harry Flood Byrd and to Senator A. Willis Robertson and to Congress- 
man Richard H. Poff. 

A true copy, teste: 

J. N. Kincanon, Secretary. 


Whereas the 83d Congress, on July 24, 1953, by an act (S. 2417) created a, 
Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries and for other purposes, 
which is thereby required to determine appropriate rates of salaries for Justices 
and judges of the courts of the United States and salaries and mileage of 
Members of Congress, and report its findings on or before January 15, 1954; 

Whereas the Justices and judges of the courts of the United States and Mem- 
bers of Congress are not now reasonably compensated for services rendered 
or adequately compensated for their proper support, without engaging in gainful 
independent activities or suffering personal financial loss; 

Whereas it is in the best public interest and necessary. to protect and maintain 
the high standard of the Justices and judges of the courts of the United States 
and Members of Congress, and promote the high quality of the services rendered 
by such Justices and judges and Members of Congress that they be compensated 
immediately in adequate measure to services rendered and necessary attendant, 
expenses: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Lynchburg Bar Association of Lynchburg, Va., in a duly 
-alled meeting the 19th day of October 1953, hereby recommends to the aforesaid 
Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries that the annual salary of 
each judge of the United States courts and Member of Congress be increased 
by $10,000 and that the annual salary of the Chief Justice be increased by $14,500, 
at the least, and that the Attorney General of the United States be authorized 
and empowered to fix the salaries of United States attorneys at not less than 
$12,000 nor more than $20,000; 

That the secretary of the association mail a copy of this resolution to Senator 
Harry Flood Byrd, Senator A. Willis Robertson, Representative Burr P. Harrison 
and Representative Richard H. Poff. 

Copy teste: 

WILLIAM L. WILSON, 
Secretary, Lynchburg Bar Association, Lynchburg, Va. 


RESOLUTION ENporsING S. 1663 


Whereas the present salaries of the Members of Congress, Federal judges, 
and United States attorneys not only are inadequate for the important public 
services performed but also are insufficient in many instances to attract those 
who are best qualified to accept congressional or judicial offices in the United 
States: Now, therefore, be it 
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Resolved by the Bristol, Va.-Tenn., Bar Association: 
1. That the bill now in Congress known as 8S. 1663 providing for a $10,000 
increase in the annual salary of each Member of the Congress, and each judge 
of the United States courts, a $14,500 increase for the Chief Justice, and giving 
the Attorney General of the United States power to fix the salaries of United 
States attorneys at not less than $12,000, nor more than $20,000 per year, should 
be immediately enacted by the Congress ; 

2. That the secretary of the association mail a copy of this resolution to 
Senator Harry Flood Byrd, Senator A. Willis Robertson, Senator Estes Kefauver, 
and Senator Albert Gore and to each of the Members of the House of Repre- 
sentatives from Virginia and Tennessee. 

BrIstoL, Va.-TENN. BAR ASSOCIATION, 

I, Clayton Davenport, secretary of the Bristol, Va.-Tenn., Bar Association, 
certify that the above is a true and correct copy of a resolution passed by 
the Bristol, Va.-Tenn., Bar Association at its regularly scheduled meeting on 
October 14, 1953. 

CLAYTON DAVENPORT, 
Scerctary, Bristol, Va.-Tenn., Bar Association. 


This the 14th day of October 1953. 






RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Congress of the United States has enacted legislation providing 
salary increases for key officials in the executive branch of the Federal Govern- 
ment, but has not enacted legislation providing increases in the compensation of 
Members of Congress or Federal judges or United States attorneys; and 

Whereas the compensation of the Members of Congress, the Federal judges 
and the United States attorneys is inadequate to continue to attract stronger 
and abler men to the Congress or our best legal minds to the judiciary or the 
Department of Justice; and 

Whereas there is pending in the Congress of the United States Senate Dill 
1663, which, if enacted, will provide proper increases in the compensation of 
Members of Congress and of the Federal judiciary and of the United States 
attorneys and assistants to the Attorney General of the United States; and 

Whereas the Delaware State Bar Association has considered and approves 
and desires to support the increases in compensation previded for in Senate bill 
1663 and desires to make known such approval and support to the Members of 
the Congress of the United States: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Delaware State Bar Association does hereby declare its 
approval and support of the increases in compensation provided for in Senate 
bill 1663 pending in the Congress of the United States and does hereby urge the 
Members of Congress to enact legislation providing such increases; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted by the president of 
this association to each of the Senators and the Representative in Congress 
elected from Delaware and to the chairman of the Judiciary Committees of 
the House and Senate and the majority and minority leaders in each House of 
the Congress and to the Chairman of the Commission on Judicial and Congres- 
sional Salaries established by Senate bill 2417. 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE STATE BAR OF NEW MEXICO aT ITS ANNUAL MEETING 
HeEvp Ocrosper 23, 24, 1953 


Whereas about 4 years ago, the so-called Hoover Commission recommended that 
the salaries of Members of Congress and members of the Federal judiciary be 
increased in proportion to the responsibilities of the position and the greatly in- 
creased costs of taxes and living; 

Whereas it is the duty of the Commission created by the act of Congress 
approved August 7, 1958, to consider the matter of increasing such salaries and 
to make its report to Congress on or before January 15, 1954; and 

Whereas it is contemplated that soon after reconvening in January, Congress 
will give consideration to the matter of increasing the salaries of Members of 
Congress und members of the Federal judiciary : Be it 

Resolved by the State Bar of New Mexico, That it endorses such increases and 
urges upon Congress the enactment of appropriate legislation to effectuate them 
at the earliest opportune time. 
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SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON UNtrep Srates District Courts IN MICHIGAN 






RECOM MENDATIONS 











1. That the State bar of Michigan is in favor of the increase in the salaries 
of judges of United States courts as provided in §S. 1663, a bill now pending 
before the United States Senate and urges the passage of this bill or of any 
other legislation providing for similar salary increases. 

2. That copies of this report, together with action thereon, be transmitted to 
Senators Ferguson and Potter and to the members of Congress from Michigan. 


REPORT 


S. 1663, the McCarran bill, provides, among other things, for increases in the 
salaries of United States district judges from $15,000 to $25,000 a year. The 
Committee on the Judiciary of the Senate, to which this bill was referred, has 
recommended its passage in a report dated May 12, 1953. 

The report reviews the history of Federal judicial salaries and compares them 
unfavorably with those in other court systems in England and in several of the 
States. It points out how the judicial salaries have diminished over the past 
15 years by reason of taxes and the decrease in purchasing power to such an 
extent that, even if the proposed increase is granted by Congress, the net spend- 
able salary of a district judge in terms of 1939 dollars will still be less than the 
spendable salary of the same judge in 1937. 

The report also demonstrates that the net cost to the Government of the 
salary increases proposed in the bill would be less than 10 percent of the total 
appropriation for the Federal judiciary and that the total appropriation for 
the Federal judiciary is less than one-thirtieth of 1 percent of the total appro- 
priation for the Government. 

Reference is also made to an article by Morris B. Mitchell, entitled “The 
Judiciary Salary Crisis” which appeared in the March issue of the American 
Bar Association Journal (89 ABA Journal 197). This article calls attention 
to the fact that the low salaries paid to our Federal judges are endangering the 
kind of justice that our courts dispense; that able judges are resigning because 
they cannot afford to live on the judicial stipend and that the best-qualified 
awyers sometimes refuse to accept appointment to the bench. Mr. Mitchell calls 
for support from the bar to secure the passage of bills introduced in the 83d 
Congress to remedy this situation. 

Your committee, therefore, recommends that the State bar of Michigan actively 
support the passage of the McCarran bill or any other bills calling for similar, 
adequate increases in Federal judicial salaries. The cost is negligible, and the 
need is immediate and urgent if we are to maintain the high standards of the 
Federal judiciary which are so essential to the administration of justice in this 
country. 

LAURENT K. Varnum, Chairman. 
FRANK H. Boos. 

LESTER P. Dopp. 

Harry G. GAvurt. 

JOSEPH W. PLANCK. 

CarRL H. SMITH. 


RESOLUTION OF THE MisSourt BAR FavorINnGc ENACTMENT OF §S. 1663, OF THE S3p 
CONGRESS, INCREASING FEDERAL JUDICIAL AND CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 


Whereas adequate salaries are necessary to attract to and retain competent 
persons of high standards of character and efficiency on the Federal courts, in 
the Congress of the United States, and in the offices of United States attorneys, 
and for the efficient functioning thereof; and 

Whereas in 1926 the salary of the Chief Justice of the United States was 
$20,500 and the salaries of the Associate Justices were $20,000 each, raised in 
iMG to $25,500 and $25,000, respectively ; in 1926 the salaries of cireuit court 
judges, judges of the United States Court of Claims, the United States Court of 
Customs and Patent Appeals, and of Tax Court were fixed at $12,500, raised in 
46 to $17,500; in 1926 the salaries of district court judges (with some varia- 
ion re Virgin Islands) and judges of the Customs Court were fixed at $10,000, 
‘xcept that of the chief judge of the District Court for the District of Columbia, 
vhich was fixed at $10,500; raised in 1946 to $15,000 and $15,500, respectively ; 
ind 
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Whereas in 1925 the salaries of Members of Congress generally was $10,000, 
with $15,000 for the Speaker, increased in 1946 to $12,500 generally and to 
$30,000 for the Speaker, and increased for the elected officers of Congress in 
1949 by 5 percent (excluding the presiding officers) ; said Members of Congress 
having an expense allowance of $2,500 since 1945; and 

Whereas the above salaries are inadequate, having in mind (a) the responsi- 
bility and the complicated character and nature of the work, with ever-increasing 
volume of our Federal judiciary; (0) the ever-increasing volume of work for 
congressional action, including complicated problems difficult of solution, re- 
quiring more extended sessions of Congress; (¢) the greatly increased cost of 
living (consumers’ price index for moderate income families in large cities— 
December 15, 1939, standing at 99.6, December 15, 1946, standing at 153.3, and 
November 15, 1952 (the latest date available), standing at 191.1); (d) the fact 
that the salaries of Federal judges have been held taxable by the Federal 
Government since 1939, as well as the fact that the salaries of all Federal officers 
and employees (including Federal judges and Congressmen) are subject to 
State income taxes also since 1939; (e) that Congressmen have to 
maintain two homes, one in Washington and the other in the home State of 
their residence; and 

Whereas the proposed increases after Federal income-tax deductions will net 
(a) the Chief Justice of the United States approximately $6,864 on an increase 
of $14,500; (0) the Associate Justices of the Supreme Court approximately 
$5,008 on an increase of $10,000; (c) the judges of the circuit courts and Courts 
of Claims, and Customs and Patent Appeals approximately $5,938 on an increase 
of $10,000; (d) the district judges and judges of the Customs and Tax Courts 
approximately $6,216 on an increase of $10,000; (e) and Congressmen approxi- 
mately $6,826 on an increase of $10,000—the above approximate net increases 
not taking into account deductions on account of State income taxes; and 

Whereas the present salaries of United States attorneys and their assistants 
are likewise inadequate on the basis of the volume, character, and nature of 
the work performed, having in mind also the increased cost of living and high 
taxes: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the board of governors of the Missouri bar—an integrated bar 
association of which all Missouri lawyers are members and governed by its 
board of governors of 29 members elected by the bar membership in the 12 dis- 
tricts throughout the State of Missouri, That 8S. 1663 of the 83d Congress to 
increase Federal judicial and congressional salaries be, and the same is hereby 
approved and its enactment into law is hereby recommended, 

Adopted July 16, 1953, by mail vote of board of governors. 


LYNN EwINa, 
President of the Missouri Bar. 
Attested : Signed by the president, Lynn M. Ewing. 
Harry S. Rooks, 
Executive Director. 





30ARD OF REGENTS OF AMERICAN COLLEGE OF TRIAL LAWYERS 


Resolved, That the board of regents approves in principle Senate bill 1663 
pending in the present session of Congress relating to judicial and other salaries 
and urges enactment of such legislation. 





RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE PENNSYLVANIA Bar ASSOCIATION ON WEDNESDAY, 
JUNE 24, AT THE ANNUAL MEETING AT SprRING LAKE, N. J. 


Resolved, That the Pennsylvania Bar Association endorses the principles of 
Senate bill 1663, and urges the bill’s enactment by the Congress of the United 
States ; 

Resclved further, That the officers of the association are authorized to coop- 
erate with the American Bar Association and the National Conference of Bar 
Presidents in all activities appropriate to that end; 

Resolved further, That copies of this resolution shall be forwarded to the 
President of the United States, the Attorney General of the United States, and 
to the respective chairmen and members of the judiciary committees of the 
Senate and of the House of Representatives of the United States. 


{ 
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RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Hoover Commission recommended 4 years ago that salaries in 
all three departments of the Federal Government be increased. 

Whereas the Congress enacted legislation providing salary increases for key 
officials in the executive branch, but enacted no legislation providing increases 
in the compensation of Members of Congress or Federal judges or United States 
attorneys. 

Whereas the compensation of Federal judges, Members of Congress and United 
States attorneys is inordinately insufficient to continue to attract strong, able, 
and conscientious men to the judiciary or the legislature or the Deparment of 
Justice or, in some instances, to retain those now holding office. 

Whereas this is a wholly nonpartisan matter. 

Whereas there is pending in the Congress of the United States Senate bill 
1663 which, if enacted, will provide for proper increases in the compensation 
of Members of Congress and of the Federal judiciary and of United States 
attorneys and assistants to the Attorney General of the United States. 

Whereas we have considered and approve and desire to support Senate bill 
1663 and desire to memorialize and make known our approval and support to 
the Members of the Congress of the United States and the public: Therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the Portsmouth Bar and Law Library Association, in meeting 
assembled, does hereby declare its approval and support of Senate bill 16638 
pending in the Congress of the United States, and does hereby urge the Mem- 
bers of Congress to enact said legislation ; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted by the secretary of this 
association to each of the Senators elected from this State and to the Repre- 
sentative elected from the Sixth District of this State, and to the chairmen of 
the Judiciary Committees of the House and Senate and the majority and minority 
leaders in each House of the Congress; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be transmitted to the Portsmouth 
Times, Portsmouth, Ohio; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to the American Bar 
Association. 





CERTIFICATE OF SECRETARY TO COPY OF RESOLUTION 


The undersigned, as secretary of the Portsmouth Bar and Law Library Asso- 
ciation, an Ohio corporation, hereby certifies that the foregoing is a true and 
correct copy of a resolution duly adopted by such association at a meeting thereof 
held on October 20, 1953, at which meeting a quorum of said association was 
present, and voted in favor of said resolution, and that said resolution has not 
been rescinded or amended, and is now in full force and effect. 

In witness whereof, the undersigned has hereunto set his hand at Portsmouth, 
Ohio, this 10th day of November 1953. 

THE PORTSMOUTH BAR AND LAW LIBRARY ASSOCIATION, 
JOHN F, JOHNLEY, Secretary. 





RESOLUTION OF THE NORFOLK AND PORTSMOUTH BAR ASSOCIATION 


Whereas the present salaries of Members of Congress, Federal judges and 
United States attorneys are inadequate for the important public services per- 
formed and also are insufficient in many instances to attract those who are best 
qualified to accept congressional or judicial offices in the United States; and 

Whereas there is now pending in Congress a bill known as §S. 1663 providing 
for a $10,000 increase in annual salary of each Member of Congress, and each 
judge of the United States courts, a $14,500 increase for the Chief Justice of the 
United States and giving the Attorney General of the United States authority to 
fix the salary of United States attorneys at no less than $12,000 and not more 
than $20,000 per year; and 

Whereas Congress has adopted a bill known as S. 2417 providing for the 
appointment of a Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries which 
Commission is directed to study the matter and to report its recommendations to 
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the next session of Congress and this association is of the opinion that the salary 
increases provided for in S. 1663 are thoroughly justified: Now therefore, he it 

Resolved by the members of Norfolk and Portsmouth Bar Association as 
follows: 

This association, after careful consideration, is of the opinion that the bill 
now pending in Congress known as S. 1663 should be adopted and commends the 
same to the attention of the Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries 
mentioned above and urges said Commission to approve the provisions of 8S. 1663 
and to recommend its passage by the Congress. 

The secretary of this association shall certify copies of these resolutions and 
transmit the same to the Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries 
through the area chairman of the American Bar Association Committee on 
Judicial Selection, Tenure and Compensation. 

This certifies that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the Norfolk and 
Portsmouth Bar Association at its stated meeting held on November 6, 1953, at 
Norfolk, Va. 


JAMES G. MARTIN IV. 
Attest: 


JAMES G. MARTIN IV, Secretary. 

















I, Jean Lewis, of S892 Southwest Barbur Boulevard, Portland, Oreg., do 
hereby certify that Iam the secretary of the Multnomah Bar Association and that 
the following resolution was duly adopted at a regular business meeting of the 
Multnomah Bar Association on August 3, 1953, as shown by the minutes of said 
organization : 

“Whereas there is now pending in the current session of the 83d Congress 
Senate bill 1663, the general effect of which is to provide for a $10,000 increase 
in the annual salary of each Member of Congress and to also provide for a 
$10,000 increase in the annual salary of all United States judges; and 

“Whereas the Multnomah Bar Association of the State of Oregon at a regular 
meeting on Monday, August 5, 1953, has considered the desirability of adopting 
a resolution supporting the passage of Senate bill 1663: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the Multnomah Bar Association favors the passage by Con 
gress of Senate bill 1663 or any other bill, the effect of which is to accomplish the 
purposes of Senate bill 1663; and be it further 

“Resolved, That the officers of the Multnomah Bar Association be and they 
hereby are authorized and directed to inform the members of the Oregon con- 
gressional delegation of the passage of these resolutions.” 
























JEAN L. LEWIS, 
Secretary, Multnomah Bar Association. 


(Release No. 41, Senate bills 1663 and 2417, central area, bar association resolu- 
tions, release dated December 14, 1953) 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE COMMITTEE ON JUDICIAL SELECTION OF THE WISCONSIN 
BAR ASSOCIATION ON OCTOBER 3, 1953 

















Resolved, That the committee on judicial selection of the Wisconsin Bar Asso- 
ciation urges that the Federal Commission on Judicial] Salaries consider and 
recommend a substantial increase in the compensation of the Federal judiciary. 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE BOARD OF MANAGERS OF THE CHICAGO BAR 
ASSOCIATION 







Be it resolved, That the board of managers of the Chicago Bar Association does 
hereby declare its approval and support of increases in the salaries of Federal 
judges, Members of Congress, and United States attorneys, and does hereby 
urge the members of the Commission appointed under Senate bill 2417 and the 
Members of Congress to make adequate increases in such salaries, 









RESOLUTION ENDORSING SENATE BILL S. 1663 RELATING TO INCREASE OF ANNUAL 


SALARIES OF UNITED STATES JUDGES 






Whereas there is now pending in the Congress of the United States a bill 
known as S. 1663, providing for a $10,000 increase in the annual salaries of the 
judges of the United States courts; and 
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Whereas on August 3, 1953, the Congress passed 8, 2417, creating a Commission 
f 18S members (6 to be appointed by the President of the United States; 6 by 
he Chief Justice of the United States; 3 by the President of the Senate; and 
} by the Speaker of the House), which Commission shall, on or before January 
15, 1954, make recommendations to Congress as to the salaries of United States 
judges; and 

Whereas it is the belief of the West Virginia State Bar that the increases 
provided for United States judges in S. 1663—i. e., $10,000 per year—are sound 
and well merited, and should be carried into effect by appropriate legislation: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the West Virginia State Bar, at its annual meeting assembled at 
Beckley, W. Va., on the 3d day of October 1953, as follows: 

1. That the West Virginia State Bar heartily favors the salary increases to 
United States judges embodied in S. 1663, and urges the prompt passage of a 
bill carrving such increases into effect: and 

2. That copies of this resolution be forwarded by the secretary to each member 
ippointed to the Commission provided for by said S. 2417; and further 

3. That copies of this resolution be forwarded to the 2 United States Senators 
from West Virginia, to the 6 Members of the House of Representatives from 
West Virginia, and also to each of the following persons: 


Hon. William Langer, chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, United States 
Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Hon. Pat McCarran, chairman, Standing Subcommittee on Improvements in 
Judicial Machinery, United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Hon. Styles Bridges, President pro tempore, United States Senate, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

Hon. William F. Knowland, Republican leader, United States Senate, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

Hon. Lyndon B. Johnson, Democratic leader, United States Senate, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

Hon. Chauncey W. Reed, chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, House of 
Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Hon. Lewis E. Graham, acting chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, House 
of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Hon. Joseph W. Martin, Jr., Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington, 
D. C. 

Hon. Charles A. Halleck, Republican leader, House of Representatives, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

Hon. Sam Rayburn, Democratic leader, House of Representatives, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 


This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of resolutions 
adopted by the West Virginia State Bar on October 3, 1953, at its Annual Meeting 
held in the city of Beckley, W. Va. 

Given under my hand this the 19th day of October 1953. 


OSHEL C. Parsons, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE RocK County (WIs.) BAR ASSOCIATION AT 
JANESVILLE, WIS., ON SEPTEMBER 26, 1953 


Whereas the Hoover Commission recommended several years ago that salaries 
n the three Departments of the Federal Government be increased: and 

Whereas S. 1663 has passed the Senate of the United States, and S. 2417 has 
massed both Houses; and 

Whereas the compensation of the Federal judiciary, Members of Congress, 
and United States attorneys is woefully insufficient to maintain a standard of 
living for these public servants, comparable to that of men of equal or lesser 
ability outside the Government service; and 

Whereas said compensation is not sufficient to continue to attract strong, able, 
and conscientious men to the judiciary, the legislature, or to the Department 
f Justice; or, in some instances to retain certain of those highly qualified men 
now holding office; and 

Whereas the subject of this resolution is a wholly nonpartisan matter; and 

Whereas the Rock County (Wis.) Bar Association, made up of 125 members, 
serving a population of approximately 100,000 people in the southern part of 
the State of Wisconsin, has considered and approved and desires to whole- 
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heartedly support the passage by the Congress of the United States of S. 1663 
and desires to make known the unanimous approval of said bar association to 
the Members of Congress, the public and to the persons appointed under the 
terms of S. 2417; Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Reck County (Wis.) Bar Association by its secretary, does 
hereby declare its approval and support of S. 1663 and does hereby urge those 
persons appointed under 8S. 2417 to recommend the passage of S. 1663 to the 
Congress, and desires to memorialize the Congress to enact the provisions of 
S$. 1663 into legislation at its first opportunity. 
The above and foregoing is a true and correct copy of the original. 

Rock CouNTy WISCONSIN BAR ASSOCIATION, 
By Rorert C. Lovesoy, Secretary. 

Dated September 26, 1953. 




















RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE BAR ASSOCIATION OF THE CITY OF RICHMOND ON 
DECEMBER 7, 1953 





Whereas the 83d Congress by an act (S. 2417) created a Commission on 
Judicial and Congressional Salaries, which was charged with the duty of 
determining the appropriate rates of salaries for justices and judges of the 
courts of the United States and for members of Congress; and 

Whereas the present salaries of justices and judges of the courts of the 
United States and of Members of Congress are not only inadequate for the 
important public services performed, but are also insufficient in many instances 
to attract those who are best qualified for such offices: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Bar Association of the City of Richmond does hereby 
recommend to the aforesaid Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries 
that the annual salaries of members of Congress be increased from $15,000 to 
$25,000 and that the following increases be made in the annual salaries of 
justices and judges of courts of the United States: 

Chief Justice of the United States, from $25,500 to $40,000. 

Associate Justices, Supreme Court of the United States, from $25,000 
to $35,000. 

Circuit Judges, from $17,500 to $27,500. 

District Judges, from $15,000 to $25,000. 

Court of Claims Judges, from $17,500 to $27,500. 

Customs and Patent Appeals Judges, from $17,500 to $27,500. 

Customs Court Judges, from $15,000 to $25,000. 

Tax Court Judges, from $15,000 to $25,000. 

Military Appeals Court Judges, from $17,500 to $27,500. 


Be it further resolved, That the secretary of this association shall mail a 
copy of this resolution to said Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries, 
and to Senator Harry Flood Byrd, Senator A. Willis Robertson, and Congress- 
man J. Vaughn Gary. 





























I, John B. DuVal, secretary of the Bar Association of the City of Richmond, 
hereby certify that the above resolution was duly adopted by the Bar Association 
of the City of Richmond on December 7, 1953, and that such resolution remains in 
full force and effect. 


JoHN B. DuVAL. 


THE Montrana Bar ASSOCIATION 
CERTIFIED COPY OF RESOLUTION 


To Whom It May Concern: 





I, the undersigned, secretary-treasurer of the Montana Bar Association, do 
hereby certify that the annexed is a true and correct copy of a resolution made, 
moved and adopted unanimously by said association in convention assembled 
in Great Falls, Mont., on the days August 20-22 inclusive, 1953; that the same 
has been duly recorded in the proceedings of said association and has never 
been rescinded or resolved, and remains in full force and effect. 

In witness whereof I have hereunto set my hand and seal this 24th day of 
December 1953. 

JoHN C. SHEEHY, 
Secretary-Treasurer, Montana Bar Association. 
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ResolWwed, That it is the sense of the Montana Bar Association, acting through 
its membership in regular annual session this second week in August 1953: 

1. That salaries of Federal judges should be substantially increased ; 

2. That salaries of United States attorneys and their assistants should be 
substantially increased; and 

8. That copies of this resolution be forwarded to each Montana congressional 
Representative and each member of the congressional commission appointed pur- 
suant to the provisions of S. 2417, as amended. 


RESOLUTION OF NEW HANOVER County BAR ASSOCIATION 


Whereas there is pending in the Congress of the United States Senate bill 
1663 which, if enacted, will provide for proper increases in compensation to 
Members of the Congress and of the Federal judiciary ; and 

Whereas the Hoover Commission recommended that salaries in all three de- 
partments of the Federal Government be increased and Senate bill 2417 estab- 
lished such a Commission to be known as the Commission on Judicial and 
Congressional Salaries and required it to determine appropriate rates of salaries 
for justices and judges of the courts of the United States and for the Vice 
President, the Speaker of the House of Representatives and Members of the 
Congress: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the members of the New Hanover County Bar Association in 
meeting assembled— 

1. That Senate bill 1663 be approved and its enactment into law recommended. 

2. That this association urge said Commission to report favorably on the 
increases in the salaries of such officials in such amounts not less than those pro- 
vided in Senate bill 16638. 

3. That copies of this resolution be transmitted by the secretary of this asso- 
ciation to each of the members of the Commission on Judicial and Congressional 
Salaries. 


RESOLUTION OF DuRHAM LAWYERS CLUB 


Whereas it is for the public interest that congressional and Federal judicial 
offices attract those who are best qualified to perform those duties; and 

Whereas Senate bill 2417 established a Commission, known as the Commis- 
sion on Judicial and Congressional Salaries, and required said Commission to 
determine appropriate salaries for the judges of the courts of the United States 
and Members of Congress in order to provide fair and reasonable compensation 
to such officials and report their findings to Congress on or before January 15, 
1954; and 

Whereas there is pending in the Congress of the United States, Senate bill 
1663 which if enacted will provide for proper increases in the compensation 
of Members of Congress and of the Federal judiciary : Now, therefore, it it 

Resolved by the Durham Lawyers Club, That Senate Bill 1663 is hereby 
approved and its enactment into law is recommended; and be it further 

Resolved, 'That copies of this resolution be transmitted by the secretary of 
this association to the Senators and Representatives in Congress elected in 
North Carolina. 


RESOLUTION OF THE LEXINGTON BAR ASSOCIATION, LEXINGTON, N. C. 


Whereas Members of Congress and the Federal judiciary are now receiving 
salaries which are not commensurate with the importance of the responsibilities 
and duties which are required by their offices; and 

Whereas the salaries received by Members of Congress and the Federal 
judiciary are insufficient to the extent that they fail to attract those persons 
who are the most qualified and competent to fill these offices; and 

Whereas the 83d Congress established a Commission which is known as the 
Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries, and provided that said 
Commission would determine the appropriate salary for Members of Congress 
and Federal judges and that such salaries should be a fair and reasonable com- 
pensation to such officials: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the members of the Lexington Bar Association: 

1. That the annual salary of each Member of Congress and each Federal judge 
should be increased by $10,000, if said officials are to be adequately compen- 
sated for their services, and that such an increase in salary for said officials 
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be recommended to the Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries 
2. That the members of this bar association shall actively support such an 
increase in the salaries of said public officials in their individual capacities 
3. That the secretary of the association shall mail a copy of this resolution 
to the Chairman of the Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries 


Wavbk H. Puiturps, President. 


ExHipir No. 4. EprrortaAts ENpORSING JUDICIAL AND CONGRESSIONAL SALARY 
INCREASES 


Submitted by American Bar Association Standing Committee on Judicial 
Selection, Tenure and Compensation 


[New Orleans (La.) States, June 11, 1953] 
SALARY BIL 


Members of Congress are in the strange position of wanting to be urged to pass 
legislation that would benefit themselves. 

They need encouragement from the voters back home to pass Senate bill No 
1663, which would raise the salaries of themselves and the judges of United 
States courts and would make provision for increases, at the discretion of the 
Attorney General, in the salaries of United States attorneys and their assistants. 

The bill has been reported favorably by the Senate Judiciary Committee 
That committee’s report presents convincing arguments in favor of its passage. 

The salary increase for Members of Congress and for the Federal judges 
would amount to $10,000, except for the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court 
for whom the increase would be $14,500. 

It is pointed out in the report that the $10,000 increase for Members of Con 
gress would bring the compensation to $25,000, from which a Federal income tax 
of $5,836 will be taken, leaving a net of $19,164. This is a net gain of $9,536 
over the net salary of 1939. But when the increase in cost of living is considered 
the proposed new salary arrangement would buy for a Member of Congress just 
about what his 1939 salary bought in that year. 

An argument that the Federal judges are underpaid is emphasized by a com 
parison shown between the salaries they receive and those received by some 
State judges. At present the Chief Justice receives $25,500; the chief judge of 
the Court of Appe ‘Is of New York receives $35,000. Associate Justices receive 
$25,000; the associate judges of the Court of Appeals of New York receive 
$32,500. 

In the face of such compelling arguments in favor of the bill, however, there 
is a good chance Members of Congress will hesitate to pass it—unless they have 
assurance from the folks back home that they want the bill passed. 

After all, this Congress is dedicated to economy, to cutting expenses. Members 
who expect to face voters in a year or two will feel that granting themselves a 
pay raise will be material their enemies could use against them. 

As a matter of simple justice to public officials in highly responsible positions 
we hope Congress realizes that the voters want those officials properly paid. 








Hutchinson (Kans.) News Herald, July 5, 1953] 
JupDGES Pay 


The other day in his press conference President Eisenhower made the observa- 
tion that, with taxes what they are, we are rapidly approaching the time when it 
will be difficult to get the best man to enter and remain in Government unless 
they have independent financial means. He was saying he believed that Govern- 
ment salaries should be raised so that the best-qualified people, poor or rich, 
could enter and stay in public life. 

The American Bar Association agrees emphatically with that view. The as- 
sociation believes it is false economy—and dangerous to the country’s future- 
if salaries are not realistic enough to attract the wisest and ablest men to assume 
the immense responsibilities of government. 


SALARIES OF JUSTICES, JUDGES, AND MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 147 


Furthermore, we believe it would be entirely consistent with the President's 
program of Government economy if the Congress were to enact, at this session, 
the pending bill to increase by $10,000 per year the salaries of United States 
judges and Members of Congress, and to authorize the Attorney General to estab- 
lish district attorneys’ salaries between $12,000 and $20,000 per year. The cost 
of such an increase would be a minute fraction of 1 percent of the Federal budget. 
We are confident the future benefits, in terms of better government, better ad- 
ministration of our courts, and better enforcement of our criminal laws, would 
far outweigh the comparatively small cost. As one editor recently put it, higher 
pay could save billions at the cost of thousands. 

Four years ago the Hoover Commission recommended substantial increases in 
Federal salaries in all branches—executive, legislative, and judicial. 

This is not a partisan issue. Members of the Judiciary Committee of the 
Senate, of both parties have approved the bill unanimously. Certainly the 
Hoover Commission study was nonpartisan. The pending bill has not been made 
a partisan target in any other quarter. 

Sincerely, 
Rosert G. Storey, Dallas. 


[Des Moines (Iowa) Register, June 27, 1953] 
THESE SALARY RAISES ARE LONG OVERDUE 


With Congress scrutinizing every measure with an eye to cutting expendi 
tures, it is nearly impossible to get a committee nowadays to approve an increase. 
Nevertheless, the Senate Judiciary Committee has voted unanimously for a bill 
that would boost the cost of Government nearly $6 million a year. 

The measure would provide an across-the-board salary raise of $10,000 for 
Representatives, Senators, and United States judges. The Chief Justice of the 
United States Supreme Court would be raised $14,500, and there would be 
increases for United States attorneys and their assistants, as well as for top 
level attorneys in the Justice Department. 

We agree with the Senate committee that this is sound economy over the 
long run. One of the major roadblocks to getting competent men, either to run 
for office or to accept appointments, has been the inadequacy of Government 
pay. 

Congressmen, for example, earn salaries of $15,000 a year, on which they 
must maintain two homes and be able to devote most of their time to Govern 
ment business. To make ends meet in expensive Washington many of them 
have had to seek extra income from such things as lecturing and article-writing. 

The salaries of United States judges, which for most are in the $15,000 to 
$17,500 range, are also inadequate considering their responsibilities. There have 
been instances of Federal judges having to draw on their savings and of having 
to teach night law school in order to stay on the bench. In at least two cases 
judges have felt compelled to go into private practice in order to provide for 
the future of their dependents. 

The pay of some State and local justices actually is substantially greater 
than that of many Federal judges. A number of justices on the New York 
Supreme Court—the court equivalent to Iowa’s district court—draw as much 
as $28,000 a year. This is $3,000 more than the salary of an Associate Justice 
of the United States Supreme Court, and $2,500 more than the Chief Justice 
receives. In New Jersey, judges in the trial courts of general jurisdiction get 
higher salaries than all of our Federal Judges below the level of the Supreme 
Court. Z 

In 1939, a Congressman’s $10,000 salary after taxes was $9,628. Today, 
despite a $5,000 raise in the interim, the increase in taxes and cost of living 
have left him with the purchasing power equivalent of only $6,500. A $10,000 
increase would add only about $500 to the purchasing power of congressional! 
salaries compared with 1939. 

The Hoover Commission in 1949 recommended salary increases for the ex- 
ecutive, legislative, and judicial branches of Government. The executive raises 
already have been approved and are in effect. Congress would do well to follow 
through and grant these additional increases, which are substantially in line 
with the Commission’s recommendations. 
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[Sioux City (Iowa) Journal-Tribune, June 24, 1953 
CONGRESSIONAL RAISE 


First reaction to the. vote of the House of Representatives permitting the 
Members full expense deductions for income-tax purposes in lieu of a pay raise 
seems to have been one of resentment. Press service stories remind us that the 
same House has kept individual income-tax legislation bottled up since February, 
and that while voting themselves the equivalent of a substantial raise the 
Members at the same time cut out a new official car for the Capitol Architect, and 
withdrew his expense money for this year on the old car. Meanwhile, almost 
everybody seems to be predicting that the Senate will knock out the House move. 

Although not resenting the House move particularly, it still seems like a good 
idea to compensate congressional members according to the times in which all 
of us live, with the idea of making it entirely possible for the nonwealthy to be 
able to afford being a lawmaker. A policymaker for a multi-million-dollar busi- 
ness or industry would not be hired at the $15,000 official income paid Congress- 
men; too many not very competent policymakers can be hired for that sum, 
Of course, a pay increase for Congressmen is no guaranty, either, that all Con- 
gressmen will be fully competent; but a greater salary should serve to interest 
more persons of competence in becoming candidates for Congress, to the advan- 
tage of the country. 

However, any back-door methods of achieving a pay raise are not quite in line 
with the frank and open action expected of people who make our national laws, 
and the House action is questioned on that basis alone. Congressmen deserve 
adequate compensation, but it ought to be front-door compensation with nothing 
being added that has any resemblance to a tip. 


[Tiffin (Ohio) Advertiser-Tribune, July 2, 1953 
For BETTER GOVERNMENT 


The other day in his press conference President Eisenhower made the observa- 
tion that, with taxes what they are, we are rapidly approaching the time when 
it will be difficult to get the best men to enter and remain in Government unless 
they have independent financial means. He was saying he believed that Govern- 
ment salaries should be raised so that the best-qualified people, poor or rich, 
could enter and stay in public life. 

The American Bar Association agrees emphatically with that view. The 
association believes it is false eeconomy—and dangerous to the country’s future— 
if salaries are not realistic enough to attract the wisest and ablest men to assume 
the immense responsibilities of Government. 

Furthermore, the association believes it would be entirely consistent with 
the President’s program of Government economy if the Congress were to enact 
at this session the pending bill (S. 1663) to increase by $10,000 per year the 
salaries of United States judges and Members of Congress, and to authorize the 
Attorney General to establish district attorneys’ salaries between $12,000 and 
$20,000 per year. The cost of such an increase would be a minute fraction of 
1 percent of the Federal budget. The future benefits, in terms of better Govern- 
ment, better administration of our courts and better enforcement of our criminal 
laws, could far outweigh the cost. 

Four years ago the Hoover Commission recommended substantial increases in 
Federal salaries in all branches—executive, legislative and judicial. The Con- 
gress did raise executive salaries, but not those in the judicial and legislative 
branches. 

In cooperation with State and local bar associations, the ABA is seeking to 
inform the people of the facts with respect to this public question. 

This is not a partisan issue. Members of the Judiciary Committee of the 
Senate, of both parties, have approved the bill unanimously. Certainly the 
Hoover Commission study was nonpartisan. The pending bill has not been 
made a partisan target in any other quarter. A number of leading national 
organizations, representing various shades of political opinion, have indicated 
their support of the legislation. 

It is the hope of the American Bar Association that the public may know 
the import and urgency of this question which bears directly upon the quality of 
Government we are to have in the years ahead, and thus vitally affects every 
citizen. 
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{Elkhart Truth, July 1, 1953] 
DoLiaR LURE FOR BETTER OFFICIALS 


Businessmen often say you have to spend money to make money. Perhaps you 
have to spend money to save money, sometimes. 

At any rate that is the contention of the American Bar Association, and others 
who have come out strongly for Senate bill 1663. 

This bill would increase annual salaries in the legislative and judicial 
branches of Federal Government. 

Congressmen, who now get $15,000 (which includes a $2,500 expense allow- 
ance) would get $25,000. Federal judges would also get $10,000 more apiece; 
for instance, Supreme Court Justices would go from $25,000 to $35,000. United 
States attorneys and assistants also would get more. 

Such increases were recommended for executive, legislative and judicial 
branches 4 years ago, by the Hoover Commission on Economy in Government. 
Congress, at the time, raised executive salaries only. 

It is always a question exactly what attracts qualified persons to the public 
service. 

We like to think it is primarily patriotism and a sense of duty. In many 
cases this is certainly a factor. 

On the other hand, it is also probable that many other qualified persons have 
not felt they could make the sacrifice. 

Elkhart has seen one example of this, for our post of coynty health unit 
director has gone unfilled more than 2 years, even though the position pays more 
than other local government jobs. 

It is likely the Federal Government also faces this dilemma. 

Looking at it negatively, we may wonder to what extent Government ineffi- 
ciency has been due to substandard officeholders. 

Would some of the logjams in Federal court dockets be cleared up, for 
example, if we had an influx of more qualified judges and attorneys? 

Would we even be able to avoid establishing some of the proposed new court 
districts? Would Congress act with greater dispatch and efficiency if it con- 
sisted of better qualified personnel? 

We don’t know that these things would happen. But it is significant that 
the economy-minded Hoover Commission thought so. 


{Fort Atkinson Daily Jefferson, June 29, 1953 
CHEAPER GOVERNMENT BY BIGGER SPENDING 


The American Bar Association has come out in support of President Dwight 
Eisenhower, who made the observation the other day that, with taxes what they 
are, we are rapidly approaching the time when it will be difficult to get the best 
men to enter and remain in Government unless they have independent financial 
means. 

The President added that he believed that Government salaries should be 
raised so that the best qualified people, poor or rich, could enter and stay in 
public life. 

The American Bar Association agrees emphatically with that view. The 
association believes it is false economy, and dangerous to the country’s future, 
if salaries are not realistic enough to attract the wisest and ablest men to assume 
the immense responsibilities of Government. 

Furthermore, the association believes it would be entirely consistent with the 
President's program of Government economy if the Congress were to enact, at 
this session, the pending bill (S. 1663) to increase by $10,000 per year the salaries 
of United States judges and Members of Congress, and to authorize the Attorney 
General to establish district attorneys’ salaries between $12,000 and $20,000 
per year. 

The association points out that the cost of such an increase would be a 
minute fraction of 1 percent of the Federal budget, and adds that it is confi- 
dent the future beenfits, in terms of better Government, better administration of 
our courts and better enforcement of our criminal laws, would far outweigh the 
comparatively small cost. 

Four years ago the Hoover Commission recommended substantial increases in 
Federal salaries in all branches—executive, legislative and judicial. The Con- 
gress did raise executive salaries, but not those in the judicial and legislative 
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branches. We believe the time has come to put into full effect the Hoover Com- 
mission salary recommendations, which the pending bill would do. 

It doesn’t sound logical to cut expenses by raising salaries, perhaps. Yet, 
higher pay could save billions at the cost of thousands. 






[Fairmont Daily Sentinel, July 3, 1953] 
On THE Ricut TrRAcK 


The American Bar Association is making a concerted effort to have the salaries 
of Members of Congress, judges of United States courts and United States attor- 
neys increased, 

The bar association agrees with a statement made recently by President Eisen- 
hower that with constantly increasing taxes, it will be more and more difficult to 
get good men to leave better paying positions in private business, the professions 
und industry to take Government jobs. 

The Sentinel can agree with President Eisenhower and the bar association. 
For years it has contended that the pay offered for cirtical positions in govern- 
niental affairs is inadequate, especially in our courts and in our law enforce- 
ment departments of our Government. 

United States attorneys, State attorneys, county and city attorneys often are 
forced to face lawyers who get as much for a single appearance as they do for 
an entire year’s services. There isn’t much argument to the claim that under- 
paid officials are easier prey for crime syndicates, gangsters, crooks, politicians, 
influence peddlers than would be a well paid, financially independent official. 

There was a time when $10,000 a year wasn’t too bad for a Congressman or a 
Federal judge, even though they had to maintain two residences and run for re- 
election every 2 or 4 years. But that time has passed. 

Those interested in breaking and evading the law pay more. The American 
people, whose security and well-being depend upon having incorruptible repre- 
sentatives, prosecuting attorneys and courts can’t afford to pay less. 

The MeCarran bill should become law. 


[Belleville Advocate, July 1, 


Q527 
1953] 








SALARY INCREASES FOR JUDGES, SENATORS, AND REPRESENTATIVES 








United States Senate bill 1663 proposes a substantial salary increase for 
Members of Congress and United States judges. 

The increase in each category, by terms of the bill, would be $10,000 annually. 
The only exception is in the case of the Chief Justice of the United States, whose 
salary increase would be $14,500, bringing his salary to $40,000 annually. 

Associate judges would receive $35,000 ; United States Circuit, Court of Claims 
and Custom Patent Appeal and Military Appeals court judges, $27,500; United 
States District Customs Court and Tax Court judges, $25,000. 

The proposal, which has the endorsement of the American Bar Association, 
does not seem unreasonable. 

In every instance the duties of office are of the utmost importance to our 
welfare. 

To be sure, a higher salary does not necessarily mean better men will be named 
to the offices. But there is this to be said for it that men who have achieved 
outstanding success in their professions and business will find the offices more 
attractive. 

There are many instances where men who seek congressional posts actually 
have no business or profession but depend upon politics for their existence. 
These have found any emoluments of office attractive. 

Is it not possible that men and women who have been successful outside of 
politics would find being a Representative in Congress or a Senator worth while 
under such conditions? Not that they would make more money, but that they 
would at least be compensated in part for lending their energy and their talents 
to the enactment of legislation which so often falls under the spell of the mounte- 
bank. 

It might even give them heart for the rigors of an election campaign. 
Judges, of course, do not face this ordeal. 
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Ih not be deluded, however, that it is possible to buy talent and integrity in 
ne package as you might get a double bargain in breakfast food and chewing 
sum. 
Talent and integrity combined sell for only one price in the market place: The 
soul satisfying conviction of the necessity for doing well whatever comes to hand 
regardless of emoluments and honors. 


[Wausau Daily Record-Herald, June 30, 1955] 
A BreTTreR WAY 


rhe manner in which the Senate Judiciary Committee proposes to increase 
he remuneration of the Nation’s lawmakers is a much better and more straight- 
forward way of doing it than that voted by the House. 

The Senate group proposed raising the salaries of all Members from $15,000 
to $25,000. The House voted to allow its Members to deduct from their taxable 
neome the total cost of living expenses in Washington. 

The purpose in either program is laudable. The job is an extremely important 
ne and the remuneration should be adequate if not munificent. The $25,000 
sulary suggested by judiciary group would give the lawmakers but slightly 
more purchasing power than the $10,000 salary in effect in 1939, considering 
the great drop in the value of the dollar. 

The public, however, would prefer that it be done openly and aboveboard we 
believe, rather than through the device of avoiding taxes. 

Presumably, the House preferred to be coy about the matter because of the 
economy drive. However, failure to provide proper compensation for the Nation’s 
lawinakers is an instance of false economy. Increased pay for lawmakers and 
others in highly responsible positions in Government is consistent with the 
Vresident’s program of economy and has his support. 

The American Bar Association has pointed out that salary increases for 
Congressmen, United States judges and others under the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee proposal would amount to but a small fraction of 1 percent of the 
Federal budget. 

The small cost of such pay increases would be far outweighed by the future 
benefits in terms of better Government and better administration of justice. 


Newton Kansan Republican, June 29, 1955] 
Bar Enporses Pay HIKE 


The American Bar Association agrees with a recently expressed view of Presi- 
lent Eisenhower, that with taxes what they are, we are approaching the time 
when it will be difficult to get the best men to enter and remain in Government, 
unless they have independent financial means. The association construes that 
he was saying he believes Government salaries should be raised so that the best 
qualified people, poor or rich, could enter and stay in public life. 

A statement by Robert G. Storey, president of the ABA, in part, follows: 

“The American Bar Association agrees emphatically with that view. The 
association believes it is false economy—and dangerous with the country’s 
future—if salaries are not realistic enough to attract the wisest and ablest men 
to assume the immense responsibilities of Government. 

“Furthermore, we believe it would be entirely consistent with the President’s 
program of Government economy if the Congress were to enact, at this session, 
the pending bill (S. 1668) to increase by $10,000 per year the salaries of United 
States judges and Members of Congress, and to authorize the Attorney General 
to establish district attorneys’ salaries between $12,000 and $20,000 per year. 
The cost of such an increase would be a minute fraction of 1 percent of the 
Federal budget. We are confident the future benefits, in terms of better Gov- 
ernment, better administration of our courts and better enforcement of our crim- 
inal laws, would far outweigh the comparatively small cost. As one editor 
recently put it, higher pay could save billions at the cost of thousands. 

“Four years ago the Hoover Commission recommended substantial increases 
in Federal salaries in all branches—executive, legislative and judicial. The 
‘ongress did raise executive salaries, but not those in the judicial and legislative 
branches. We believe the time has come to put into full effect the Hoover Com- 
nission salary recommendations, which the pending bill would do.” 
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[Dallas (Tex.) News, July 7, 1953] 
FEDERAL OFFICES AND FEDERAL PAy 


Federal officials are paid according to the best judgment of Congress, constitu- 
tionally the holder of the purse strings. That puts a severe burden on Congress 
where its own pay is concerned. The obligation is heavy not to mulct the Treas- 
ury and at the same time not to shortchange themselves. 

The McCarran bill (S. 1663) would raise the present salaries of both 
Congressmen and Federal judges. There can be little opposition to the judicial 
side of the measure, warmly supported by the American Bar Association and the 
American Judicature Society and endorsed by most of the State bars. Their 
thinking is succinctly expressed by the current issue of the Journal of the AJS, 
which remarks editorially : 

“In filling judicial offices, the Government goes into competition with the 
clients for the services of the members of the bar. The better the lawyer on 
the bench, the more likely is justice to be done. As prices rise, the salaries 
attached to these important offices are daily less and less attractive to the men 
who ought to be taking them. The only remedy is to raise them.” 

To that may be said a hearty “Amen.” 

Similarly Congress is in need of higher pay to meet the condition we term the 
higher cost of living. This is actually the ability to buy in terms of a depreciated 
dollar. In the main, Congress is responsible for that as the dollar reflects Govern- 
ment fiscal policy. But if we assume that the rate of pay fixed for Congress in 
1932 was fair compensation, the fact today is that a Congressman’s pay is below 
the true value. With the exception of the Speaker, Congress is inadequately paid. 
To match the purchase power of 1932 congressional pay, a Congressman would 
have to draw at least $20,000, whereas even with the $2,500 expense allowance, 
the overall total of $15,000 is only twice as much as the old $7,500 rate. Pay has 
only doubled, while the cost of living has tripled in two decades. 

As far as Congress is concerned, a pay increase will not alter the caliber of 
the Congressmen. It is a matter of simple justice to the good and the bad alike. 
But the AJS Journal is right in arguing that better pay will encourage better 
jurists. The McCarran bill should pass. 


[Greensboro (N. C.) Daily News, July 3, 1953] 


FEDERAL LABORER AND His HIRE 


The North Carolina Bar Association, meeting at Wrightsville Beach, passed a 
resolution favoring the bill pending in the United States Senate to increase 
salaries of Members of Congress and Federal judicial officers. 

The proposed increases would amount to $10,000 to Senators and Congressmen, 
and the same to Federal judges. Thus Associate Justices of the United States 
Supreme Court would be raised from $25,000 to $35,000, district judges from 
$15,000 to $25,000 and so on. The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court would 
get a $14,500 raise, or from $25,500 to $40,000. United States attorneys would 
get not less than $12,000 and not more than $20,000 but could no longer engage 
in the private practice of law. The United States Attorney General would fix 
salaries within those limits, according to the burden of the office of United States 
attorney in various parts of the country. 

The reasoning back of the proposal is that the increases are necessary in order 
to attract men of the caliber commensurate with the duties to be performed. 
There is something to this. In order to get able men, the office must pay enough 
to compete with other businesses and professions for them. Otherwise the 
offices will tend to be filled with 1 of 2 classes: (1) Those who are independently 
wealthy, or (2) those who are not making any great success in their chosen work. 

It may be said on the other hand that the bill comes at a bad time in that the 
Federal Government is in the midst of an economy move, which is aimed at 
eutting expenses and balancing the budget. One answer to this is that the 
proposed increases would total less than $6 million a year, which is small 
potatoes compared with the national budget, or about one one-hundredth of 1 
percent. The Hoover Commission, while recommending economy, recommended 
increasing salaries in the legislative and judicial branches. 
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The bill therefore deserves serious consideration. Ambassador Bryce in his 
American Commonwealth took the view that Federal officials should be paid well 
or not at all. If we paid them not at all, we would be transformed from a 
democracy to an oligarchy ; the alternative would be to pay them well, in order 
to secure wise and effective men in most important posts. 

Of course this line of thought will not apply to Congress if it succeeds in 
passing a law to exempt living expenses of Congressmen from income taxes; 
Congress can’t eat its cake and have it too. 


[Enid (Okla.) News, July 2, 1953] 
BETTER Pay For Tor Pustic SERVANTS 


In Congress now is a measure which would provide a substantial increase in 
the salaries of Members of Congress and of Federal judges. The measure, 
Senate bill 1663, would increase the pay of each Member of Congress, by $10,000; 
and of most Federal judges by the same amount. The Chief Justice would get 
an increase of $14,500 . 

Present gross annual pay of Members of Congress is $15,000. Of this, $12.500 
is in direct pay ; $2,500 is in extra expense allowance, plus an office hire allowance 
which varies according to the Member’s committee status. Judicial salaries vary, 
but Associate Justices of the Supreme Court now get $25,000, with the Chief 
Justice getting only $500 more. 

In the case of justices of the high courts, to be men of the caliber fitted to 
their jobs, they could certainly in most cases earn a higher income in private 
law practice; and their pay in judicial jobs should be enough to remove any 
possible thought of prejudice in cases perhaps involving millions of dollars. 

With Congressmen, the pay problem is a serious one, too. They must in most, 
cases maintain 2 homes, 1 in their own State or district, and 1 in or near Wash- 
ington. Plainly, they must live up to certain minimum standards. They must 
entertain folks from their district or State. Frequently, they must travel back 
and forth from Washington to their home areas outside the travel allowance 
given them. 

In the case of Representatives, they must conduct campaigns every 2 years. 
In some States, such as Oklahoma with its run-off primary system, they may 
have to conduct three campaigns and these expenses alone can easily wreck the 
personal finances of even the most conscientious congressional aspirant. 

The salaries received by these Federal servants may seem high to the average 
John Q. Public; but actually, many Congressmen or judges who do not have 
large independent means are hard put to keep up with the living expenses of 
their jobs. 

The proposed increases, when compared to the services performed, are small, 
and they are only a small drop in the bucket of total Federal expenditures * * * 


only $3,638,000 in congressional salaries (after deduction of added Federal 


taxes to be collected) and only $2,224,000 for the increased Federal judicial 
payroll after similar deductions. 


It looks like a just measure to increase these salaries as requested. 


[Niles (Ohio) Daily Times, July 6, 1953] 


PAY OF CONGRESS 


Pending on the calendar of the United States Senate is a bill unanimously 
reported by the Judiciary Committee in May, which would increase the salaries 


of Members of Congress from $15,000 to $25,000 a year. Senators and Repre- 
sentatives have long had an eye on a pay raise to $25,000 but something has 
always arisen to make it seem untimely, as is the case again this year. 

An attempt in the House in April to fix congressional salaries at $22,500 was 
ruled out on a point of order, but in June the House amended the legislative 
approrriation bill to allow Members to deduct the whole of their living expenses 
in Washington when filing Federal income-tax returns. The living-expense de- 
duction is now limited to $3,000. The Senate has never given wholehearted 
approval to this method of inching up legislators’ take-home pay. The fact is 
that the House provision would be of greatest benefit to the wealthiest Members, 


who could deduct more in Washington living expenses than they receive in 
congressional pay. 
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OPPORTUNITY TO SULSTITUTE 


When the legislative appropriation bill comes up for action by the Senators 
they will have an opportunity to substitute a straightforward pay increase for the 
tax-relief provision for Members, which seems particularly inappropriate at a 
time when tax relief for others is being delayed beyond earlier expectations. 
But a boost in congressional pay ay seem even more inappropriate in view 
of the present state of the national finances. If not voted this year, a congres- 
sional pay raise may be skipped by the present Congress: in the view of many 
Members voting an increase in the election year 1954 would amount to political 
suicide. 

The timidity of Congress on the subject of its compensation is difficult to under 
stand. An increase in congressional salaries to $25,000 would add only .0OT17 
percent to the Eisenhower budget of $74.1 billion, and would cost the country only 
3.4 cents per capita. More pay for Congress has the support of former Presidents 
Hoover and Truman and was recently given warm endorsement by President 
Kisenhower—on the ground that the colmparatively low take-home pay discour 
ages able men from seeking careers in the legislative branch. Virtually all organ 
izations working for better government take a similar view—and have urged pay 
increases of varying amounts upon the legislators. 


PAY WAS $10,000 


According to the report of the Senate Judiciary Committee, Senators and 
Representatives are now worse off financially than they were in 19239 when the 
pay Was $10,000 a year. The $15,000 compensation of a Member having one 
dependent and lacking outside sources of income comes down to $12,706 after 
payment of Federal taxes. The committee figures that this is worth $6,724 in 
terms of 1939 purchasing power. An increase to $25,000 would net the member 
$19,164 after taxes, which would give hima purchasing-power gain of only $524) 
over the pay received before World War II. 

As an alternative for an immediate salary increase, Senator Dirksen (Re 
publican, Illinois) has offered legislation to create an outside commission to 
study the “difficulties and sacrifices” of service in the National Legislature 
and submit recommendations on a proper pay scale for Congress. This proposal 
carries the endorsement of Senate Majority Leader Taft. The difficulty is that 
the Commission's recommendations could not be submitted until the 1954 session 
and then there would be the embarrassment of calling them up for action in a 
year the voters go to the polls, 


A WAY OUT 


A way out of that dilemma has been suggested by the Committee for Strength- 
ening Congress. It proposes creation of a very small commission of distinguished 
citizens—Herbert Hoover, Bernard saruch, Adlai Stevenson—to make the 
proposed study and report. When submitted to the Presiding Ofiicers of the 
House and Senate, the pay scale recommended by the commission > yuld become 
effective in a period of 60 days, unless voted against by one or the other of the 
two Houses of Congress. This device was developed in the 1930's to put through 
Government reorganization plans which had previously been thwarted when 
offered in the form of legislation. A veto of a congressional pay raise would be 
highly unlikely ; record votes might even be avoided by common consent. 

(Substantially the same editorial appeared in the July 8 issue of the Marion. 
Ind., Chronicle). 


Moberly (Mo.) Message, July 2, 1953] 


ade 
ECONOMICAL SALARIES 


One of the chief recommendations of the Hoover Commission 4 years ago was 
that Federal Government salaries be increased to bring better men into Govern 
ment service. Salaries were raised at that time in the case of key officials in 
the executive branch, but not in the case of judges and Members of Congress. 

A bill is pending in Congress now to carry out the Hoover Commission proposal 
by raising judicial and congressional salaries $10,000 a year. The same bill 
would allow the Attorney General to set the compensation of United States 
district attorneys between $12,000 and $20,000 yearly. It has been approved 
unanimously by the Judiciary Committee of the Senate. 
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Quite properly, the bill has been free from partisan controversy. It isn’t a 
yartisan issue. The sole issue involved is whether higher salaries would attract 
stronger, abler men to the Congress and the bench. The American Bar Associa- 
tion, and various other organizations supporting the bill, believe it would. They 

rgue that Government service should not be confined by economic circumstances 
to the independently wealthy or to incompetents. President Eisenhower said 
much the same thing in his press conference recently when he observed that, 
with taxes what they are, we are approaching a time when only people of 
independent means could enter public life. He thought that was not a healthy 
condition, and we agree. 

We doubt that the average citizen is aware that a United States district court 
udge, for example, actually receives less salary today in terms of purchasing 
power than he did in 19389. And few people who live on less money than a 
Congressman is paid realize that he usually has to maintain two homes—in 
Washington and in his district-—-do a lot of traveling and official entertaining— 
and run for office every 2 years. The result is that many resort to hiring 
members of their families as office assistants, or spend time on outside writing 
or speaking that they could well be devoting to their congressional duties. 

What would the proposed increase cost? The net cost, after taxes, would be 
$3,465,000 in the case of Members of Congress, and $2,240,000 in the case of 
Federal judges, a total of $5,700,000 a year. That figures out as only a tiny 
fraction of 1 percent of the total cost of the Federal Government. It would be 
a small price to pay for better courts and more Government efficiency. As one 
editor puts it, it would be a case of “saving billions at a cost of thousands.” 


[Charlotte (N. C.) News, July 8, 1953] 
JUDGES AND LEGISLATORS DESERVE More PAY 


Most of us Americans make considerably less than $12,500 a year. Therefore, 
t is difficult for the average citizen to become enthusiastic about a proposal to 
raise the pay of Congressmen and Federal judges, when their salaries are equal 
to or above that figure. 

Nevertheless, a good case can be made for raising their pay. 
factors: 

Congressmen and Federal judges certainly should not be, and usually are not, 
average citizens. They should be the best minds of the Nation. 

Congressmen constitute the board of directors, so to speak, for the biggest and 
most expensive organization in the Nation, the Federal Government. Men 
charged with directing much smaller organizations, in private industry, receive 
several times as much money. 

The Federal judiciary has an equally sobering responsibility. As Chief Justice 
Marshall put it, “The judicial department comes home in its effects to every man’s 
fireside; it passes on his property, his reputation, his life, his all.” 

Furthermore, while many privately employed citizens making less money 
receive “fringe benefits,” those officials have what could be termed “fringe ex- 
penses.” Congressmen must maintain a home in expensive Washington, another 
n their constituency, where they usually maintain an office too. They are often 
required to entertain visiting constituents. Even modest campaigns cost money, 
ind if they do not have it themselves they are tempted to become beholden to 
pressure groups that offer to put up the money. Telephone calls and telegrams, 
ihove a certain maximum, must be paid by the Congressman. While Congress 
formerly met but a few months each year, membership in it now is virtually 
t full-time, overtime occupation. 

A judge is often called upon for charitable contributions and because of his 
position must live, if not pretentiously, in reasonably dignified circumstances. 
(o do this judges increasingly have been driven by necessity to accepting em- 
ployment as law teachers in night schools, or to writing books and magazine 
urticles, instead of devoting their entire time and energy to their judicial offices. 

Neither Federal judges nor Congressmen have had a pay raise since 1946. 
\ bill now before Congress (S. 1663) would increase Congressmen’s salaries 
to $25,000. (The after tax increase would be but $6,826.) It would increase by 
£10,000 the present $17,500 salary of judges of the United States courts of appeals, 
Court of Claims, and Court of Customs and Patent Appeals. It would increase 
hy $10,000 the present $15,000 salary of judge of the United States district courts, 
Customs Court, Tax Court. And it would fix the salaries of United States 


Consider these 
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attorneys at not less than $12,000 nor more than $20,000, thus attracting better- 
qualified men to these important posts. 

The North Carolina Bar Association unanimously endorsed this bill at its 
annual meeting last month. Weadd our wholehearted approval of its enactment. 





[New York (N. Y.) Times, June 24, 1953 
CONGRESSIONAL PAY 


The decision of the House of Representatives to allow its Members to deduct 
from their taxable income the total cost of living expenses in Washington is nob 
the wisest way to accomplish a laudable purpose. The intention is, of course, 
to increase net congressional incomes, an objective with which we are in whole- 
hearted agreement. 

3ut we think the proposal of the Senate Judiciary Committee to help Congress- 
men meet the increased cost of living is far preferable to the ingenious device 
just adopted by the House. The Senate committee suggested last month that 
the salary of all Members be raised from the present sum of $15,000 to $25,000. 

Considering the importance of the job, this is by no means a munificent sum; 
and considering the drop in value of the dollar and the rise in taxes, it gives 
Congressmen but slightly more purchasing power than their $10,000 salaries 
afforded them in 19389. The Nation can certainly stand this expense, which 
would amount to less than $3,700,000 a year, in return for the knowledge that 
it is allowing at least adequate remuneration to the men who carry the heavy 
and full-time responsibility of membership in National Legislature. 

Why, then, didn’t the House see it this way and approve the proposal for an 
out-and-out salary increase? The answer seems to be that congressional leaders 
thought this was not the appropriate time in view of the administration’s econ- 
omy drive. But only last month the President himself emphatically supported 
the suggested pay rise. 

We regret that Members of Congress seem to be so coy about this matter. 
We think they are mistaken if they believe the public would rather see them 
invent a new way of avoiding taxes than vote a straightforward increase in their 
level of pay. 

(Substantially the same editorial appeared in the June 30 issue of the Mar- 
quette (Mich.), Mining Journal.) 





{Kearney (Nebr.) Hub, June 30, 1953] 
Our PUBLIC SERVANTS DESERVE ADEQUATE Pay 


The other day in his press conference, President Eisenhower made the observa- 
tion that, with taxes what they are, we are rapidly approaching the time when 
it will be difficult to get the best men to enter and remain in Government unless 
they have independent financial means. 

He was saying he believed that Government salaries should be raised so that 
the best-qualified people, poor or rich, could enter and stay in public life. 

The American Bar Association is backing President Eisenhower, on the theory 
that it is false economy and dangerous to the country’s future if salaries are not 
realistic enough to attract the wisest and ablest men to assume the responsi- 
bilities of government. 

There is a bill now before the Senate, which would increase the salaries of 
judges and attorneys, as well as the pay of Members of Congress. Senators and 
Congressmen would receive an additional $10,000 per year. After taxes on a 
$25,000 income, it would result in an actual increase of $6,458. 

Living expenses are high everywhere, but most particularly they are high 
in Washington, D. C. Certainly, if an increase in salaries to our key Govern- 
ment employees would result in better government, then we would be foolhardy 
not to spend the money. It goes without saying that we need better government. 





[Fremont (Ohio) News Messenger, July 6, 1953] 
BETTER Pay For JUDGES 
Congress, which is much interested now in cutting expenses that do not affect 


service, should bear in mind also that some expenditures need to be increased. 
Prominent among these are the salaries of Federal judges. They now get 
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$15,000 a year. The New York City bar believes they should get $25,000, because 
since their last raise income taxes have been heightened and the cost of living 
has gone up. Within the last 2 or 3 years some judges in the New York City 
district have resigned because of the pay. Capable lawyers who would grace 
the bench refuse to consider appointment because of the inadequacy of the 
salary compared to their potential earnings in private life. 

There is no poorer economy than that obtained by stinting the pay of our 
inost important officials. Congress should give heed to the New York bar's 
recommendation. 


[Duncan (Okla.) Banner, July 6, 1953] 


We don’t care for the plan proposed by Congressmen to allow all of their 
expenses in Washington to be tax free. It is subterfuge for a salary increase 
vhich the Congressmen apparently do not have the courage to ask at this time. 

The pay for Congressmen probably isn’t enough. It amounts to $15,000, 
of which $2,500 is a tax-free expense item. That is only half as much more 
than Congressmen used to get, and it undoubtedly doesn’t cover living costs 
today. Expenses probably have doubled. 

Consider the plight of a Congressman. He just about maintains 2 homes, 1 
i Washington, and 1 back in his district. The Representatives make frequent 
trips home, and run for office every 2 years, against every 6 years for a 
Senator. 

A $10,000 salary back in the depression days of 20 years or so ago may have 
been enough. Most of us have to have twice as much now to meet our living 
<tandards, and we do not have to entertain visitors from our district and State 
vho are constantly coming to Washington. 

But there is another bill before Congress to do something about salaries 
of Congressmen and Federal judges. The judges are in the same plight as 
the Congressmen. This bill proposes to increase their salaries by $10,000 a year. 
Perhaps it would be better. 

We dislike the idea of special tax concessions to any group of people. 
Somehow the taxpayer feels that, if his Congressman is to be allowed certain 
jux-free expenses, then the taxpayer who foots the bill should have concessions, 
too. It’s hard to argue against that. 

Let Congress pass a bill to pay its Members, and Federal judges, a reasonable 
alary. And let the same tax exemptions apply on that salary as those which 
any other persons with the same amount of income would have to pay. That 
comes nearer putting all on the same basis. 


[Pottsville (Pa.) Republican, July 9, 1953] 
HIGHER PAY FOR FEDERAL JUDGES 


The Journal of the American Judicature Society endorsing the MeCarran bill 
to increase salaries of Congressmen and Federal judges, has this to say: 

“Of course, Federal judges could get along on their present salaries, or on 
lower ones. Millions of people live on less. One reason most of them do, how- 
ever, is that they do not have the ability to earn more. The men to whose 
judgment is entrusted the disposition of our properties, our liberties, and even 
our lives surely ought to be men of superior attainments. Unless we spend on 
judicial salaries the amount of money necessary to get that kind of men, we 
need not expect the caliber of the Federal judiciary to remain at its present 
high level. To fail to spend that money, even in these times, would be a false 
and dangerous economy.” 

The legal journal is merely saying what we said before. You can't get good 
inen Without paying good salaries. 


[Greensburg (Pa.), Review, July 14, 1953] 
SENATOR WILLIAMS RIGHT 
Senator John J. Williams, the Delaware Republican who has done such good 
work in exposing irregularities in the Bureau of Internal Revenue and other 


departments of the Federal Government, has come out foursquare against Mem- 
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bers of Congress voting themselves any salary increases under the disguise of 
tax-exempt allowances or expense accounts which they can pocket. 

He is not Gpposed to Members of Congress getting higher pay, but he says it 
should be in the form of salary raises and subject to the income tax. And he 
is right. Members of Congress should be saddled with the same burden as they 
have imposed on other people. And when they are so saddled, they know the 
tax problem of other people at first hand. Explaining his stand against Members 
of Congress voting themselves any tax-exempt raises, Senator Williams said: 

“T think that anything Congress does for its Members in the way of salaries 
should be on a straight salary basis, with whatever the amount is to be 100 
percent taxable. 

“IT believe that the salaries of Members of Congress should be sufficient so 
that a man need not have outside income to be able to afford to serve his con- 
stituents. I think we should do all we can to prevent Congress from becoming 
a rich man’s club. 

“With that in mind, I am making a study of salaries and allowances from 
Congressional Records back to the time of George Washington. Undoubtedly, 
some of the present allowances are outmoded and should be corrected. When 
I have completed my investigation, I intend to offer legislation to correct the 
inequalities and injustices—to everyone, including the taxpayers.” 

One of the injustices, he says, is the way allowances are figured for clerical 
salaries of a Senator. For example, he said he, as a Senator from Delaware, 
has an annual allowance of $39,540 for clerical salaries and it figures out to more 
than 12 cents per capita in his State. He adds: “But Senators Edward Martin 
and James H. Duff, from Pennsylvania, with more than 30 times Delaware’s 
population, get only $49,680 each, which figures out to slightly less than one- 
half cent per capita.” 





{Louisville (Ky.) Times, July 13, 1953] 
So CoNnGRESS ISN'T GOING IT ALONE IN THE MATTER OF PAY 


Through its president, Robert G. Storey, of Dallas, the American Bar Asso- 
ciation is warmly and persuasively advocating the passage of Senate bill 1663. 
We're glad to see the organized lawyers working for this measure, and we are 
certain that the Members of Congress are glad, too. The fact is that Members 
of Congress planned it that way. 

Senate bill 1663, already unanimously approved by the Judiciary Committee of 
the upper House, is a proposal to increase the salaries of Members of Congress, 
Federal judges, and Federal district attorneys. The proposal is wholly meri- 
torious. But do you ask why pay raises in two separate branches of the Gov- 
ernment, legislative and judicial, are not presented as separate matters? Then 
you don’t know with what delicacy the lawmakers approach the question of voting 
larger incomes to themselves. 

Thus Senate bill 1663 is a package deal, contrived to enlist the support of the 
lawyers, who naturally have a professional interest in maintaining high stand- 
ards on the Federal bench and elsewhere in that branch of the Government. The 
argument for better judicial salaries is quite as impressive and unanswerable 
as the argument for better congressional salaries. In other words, this is a 
sound package al] the way through. 

And it serves to illustrate the fallacy, in congressional opinion, of the prin- 
ciple: He travels the fastest who travels alone. 


[Casper (Wyo.) Tribune Herald, July 3, 1953 
JUDICIAL SALARIES 


Some time ago the Senate Judiciary Committee voted unanimous approval of 
a bill providing substantial increases in legislative and judicial salaries to find 
the action made the subject of derisive comment even by some Members of Con- 
gress. Voting themselves fat pay increases at a time when all the pressure is 
for economy, the legislators said, makes no sense politically. Maybe not. Hu- 
mans, as a Wit put it, are the funniest people. 

However, the proposal does make sense economically; and if Members of 
Congress are skittish with respect to their own position, they can at least give 
a thought to the judicial branch. 
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What with taxes and inflation, Federal judges are today receiving a mere 
fraction of their former salaries. In 1939 $15,000 was $15,000. Now it is $11,700 
after taxes and $6,080 in terms of 1939 dollars. If the position of a Federal judge 
is not unique in this respect, he is one of the few who have received no adjust- 
ment. Labor is in its seventh postwar round of wage increases. 

Nor is the question one merely of justice to a particular group of public serv- 
ants, but whether competent men can much longer be attracted to such service. 
As the American Bar Association puts it, if a judicial post imposes financial hard- 
ship, Federal judges “must in the main be selected from (1) lawyers who are 
independently wealthy, or (2) lawyers who have been so unsuccessful in private 
practice that they cannot earn the equivalent of a Federal judge’s salary,” which 
suggests mediocrity. 

Here is no partisan issue, or yet a question of favoritism, but a case of main- 
taining a Federal function at a top level of strength by paying salaries necessary 
to attract the ablest men. The argument applies equally to legislative salaries, 
as the public must sooner or later learn, if inadequate compensation drives able 
men from public life, leaving the field to the independently wealthy and the 
incompetents. 

(Same editorial in Rawlins (Wyo.) Times, July 16.) 


































[Jersey City (N. J.) Journal, June 30, 1953] 


RAISING JUDGES’ PAY 





The American Bar Association has thrown the weight of its influence behind 
the Senate bill to increase the salaries of Federal judges and Congressmen. 

The association makes us its point that such increases would be in accord 
with President Eisenhower’s economy program. 

The bill has the support of the President and former President Herbert Hoover, 
who was Chairman of the Hoover Commission which advocated substantial 
increases in all Federal branches, executive, legislative and judicial. Only 
executive salaries have been raised so far. 

The Senate bill provides increases of $10,000 per year for the United States 
judges and Members of Congress, and authorizes the Attorney General to estab- 
lish district attorneys’ salaries at between $12,000 and $20,000 a year. 

It is contended that such an increase would represent a minute fraction of 1 
percent of the Federal budget, but that the better administration of the courts 
and better enforcement of our criminal laws would greatly outweigh this increase 
in cost. 


[Oak Ridge (Tenn.), July 16, 1953] 


CONGRESS Pay RAISE 







Pending on the calendar of the United States Senate is a bill, unanimously 
reported by the Judiciary Committee in May, which would increase the salaries 
of Members of Congress from $15,000 to $25,000 a year. Senators and Represent- 
atives have long had an eye on a pay raise to $25,000 but something has always 
arisen to make it seem untimely, as is the case again this year. 

An attempt in the House in April to fix congressional salaries at $22,500 was 
ruled out on a point of order, but in June the House amended the legislative 
appropriation bill to allow Members to deduct the whole of their living expenses 
in Washington when filing Federal income tax returns. The living-expense 
deduction is now limited to $3,000. The Senate has never given wholehearted 
approval to this method of inching up legislators’ take-home pay. The fact is 
that the House provision would be of greatest benefit to the wealthiest Members, 
who could deduct more in Washington living expenses than they receive in 
congressional pay. 

When the legislative appropriation bill comes up for action by the Senators, 
they will have an opportunity to substitute a straightforward pay increase for 
the tax-relief provision for Members, which seems particularly inappropriate 
at a time when tax relief for others is being delayed beyond earlier expectations. 
ut a boost in congressional pay may seem even more inappropriate in view of 
the present state of the national finances. If not voted this year, a congressional 
pay raise may be skipped by the present Congress; in the view of many 
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Members voting an increase in the election year 1954 would amount to political 
suicide. 

The timidity of Congress on the subject of its compensation is difficult to 
understand. An increase in congressional salaries to $25,000 would add only 
00717 percent to the Bisenhower budget of $74.1 billion, and would cost the 
country only 3.4 cents per capita. More pay for Congress has the support of 
former Presidents Hoover and Truman and was recently given warm endorse- 
ment by President HEisenhower—on the ground that the comparatively low 
take-home pay discourages able men from seeking careers in the legislative 
branch. Virtually all organizations working for better government take a 
similar view—and have urged pay increases of varying amounts upon the 
legislators. 

According to the report of the Senate Judiciary Committee, Senators and 
Representatives are now worse off financially than they were in 1939 when the 
pay was $10,000 a year. The $15,000 compensation of a Member having 1 de- 
pendent and lacking outside sources of income comes down to $12,706 after pay- 
ment of Federal taxes. The committee figures that this is worth $6,724 in terms 
of 1939 purchasing power. An increase to $25,000 would net the member $19,164 
after taxes, which would give him a purchasing-power gain of only $529 over 
the pay received before World War IT. 

As an alternative for an immediate salary increase, Senator Dirksen (Repub- 
lican of Illinois) has offered legislation to create an outside Commission to study 
the “difficulties and sacrifices” of service in the national legislature and submit 
recommendations on a proper pay scale for Congress. This proposal carries 
the endorsement of Senate Majority Leader Taft. The difficulty is that the Com- 
mission’s recommendations could not be submitted until the 1954 session and 
then there would be the embarrassment of calling them up for action in a year 
the voters go to the polls. 

A way out of that dilemma has been suggested by the Committee for Strength- 
ening Congress. It proposes creation of a very small Commission of distin- 
guished citizens—tHlerbert Hoover, Bernard Baruch, Adlai Stevenson—to make 
the proposed study and report. When submitted to the presiding oflicers of 
the House and Senate, the pay scale recommended by the Commission would 
become effective in a period of 60 days, unless vetoed by one or the other of the 2 
Houses of Congress. This device was developed in the 1930's to put through 
Government reorganization plans which had previously been thwarted when 
offered in the form of legislation. A veto of a congressional pay raise would 
be highly unlikely: record votes might even be avoided by common consent. 

(Same editorial in: Anniston, Ala., Star, July 6; Murphysboro, IL, Inde- 
pendent, July 11: Evansville, Ind., Courier-Press, July 20; and Camden, N. J., 
Courier-Post, July 8.) 


[Boston (Mass.) Globe, July 11, 1953] 
SHOULD CONGRESS GET A RAISE? 


How much pay a Member of Congress should receive has provided arguments 
among the electorate almost every decade since our Government was instituted. 
It still does. And when the pending recommendations of the Senate Judiciary 
Committee for salaries of $25,000 a year reach the floor, it is probable that the 
ancient debate will be resumed. 

Reasons behind the timidity of Members of Congress on this matter of voting 
themselves a raise are not difficult to identify. Every legislator recognizes that 
the issue is strewn with hazards; these, exploited by an opponent in the next 
elections, might cost him his job. 

When the first Congress decided each Member should get $6 a day while 
on duty in the capital, irate citizens denounced the idea. It would, they insisted, 
permit a man to stay away from home, go to the theater and drink fine wines. 
The first attempt by Congress in 1816 to put itself on an annual salary—$1,500 
a year—brought similar protests, and the law was repealed. 

In 1873 public wrath over what was termed “a salary grab” brought defeat to 
the party sponsoring it in the next elections. And only a dozen years ago 
another attempt to adjust congressional pay rates elicited a “bundles for Con- 
gress” movement, forcing repeal. 

This sensitiveness of national legislators has found expression in the caution 
which Senator Taft and leading members of the minority party have displayed 
toward the latest attempt to raise congressional pay schedules. Mr. Taft’s 
comment was: “Somebody outside Congress better make a study.” 
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The staggering deficit facing the Goverment today is not likely to moderate 
this attitude of caution among Members of our national legislature. 

Yet the hard facts of life which the Members face in this matter merit more 
consideration than they commonly receive. Were the total maximum pay of 
Members set at $25,000 a year, as proposed, the cost to the Eisenhower budget 
would be but .0O717 per percent, or about 3.4 cents per capita for the Nation. 

During the thirties, Members spent an average of but 198 days on duty in 
Washington. Since 1950, the average exceeds 279 days. Congress has not had 
a pay raise since 1946, when compensation was fixed at its present rate—$15,000 ; 
and in terms of actual purchasing power, given present depleted dollar values, 
the Members of the United States Senate and the House of Representatives are 
actually getting today about $1,000 a year less than their predecessors received 
in 1907. 

* * * * * * 

While a &3,000 tax deduction 


* 

for living expenses was added by the 82d 
Congress, and proposals for total exemptions covering all living expenses in 
Washington have been offered, this approach to the problem leaves much to be 
desired. Large special tax exemptions for Congressmen and Senators are not 
likely to sit well with a hard-pressed citizenry. 

The better approach would appear to be the direct one of dealing openly with 
this problem through an impartial body. Senator Dirksen of Illinois has pro- 
posed exactly that step. He seeks to have a Commission instituted, the 18 
members of which would be named by the President, the Chief Justice, the Presi- 
dent of the Senate and Speaker of the House. This group would study the 
question and inake recommendations next year. 

The traditional attitude of the public—and it is sound—is that election to Con- 
gress is a privilege and not a right; and that Members should not expect luxury 
salaries. There is little evidence, however, that any do. Analysis of typical 
Members’ budgets made recently show them running more than $3,000 a year 
into the red. 


UNCLE DUDLEY. 


[The Evening Star (Washington, D. C.), July 31, 1953] 


FAIR PAY FOR PUBLIC SERVICE 


The Senate has passed a bill which represents an intelligent approach to the 
politically embarrassing problem faced by Congress in fixing the compensation 
of itsown Members. The House would do well to go along. 

The Senate bill provides for the creation of a Commission on Judicial and 


Congressional Salaries. Composed of 18 members, appointed by the President, 
the Chief Justice, the President of the Senate and the Speaker, the Commission 
would determine salaries and allowances that should be paid to Federal judges 
and to Members of Congress. Criteria for such determination would be com- 
pensation or income earned by persons of comparable qualifications in private 
life, the financial sacrifices involved in leaving private life for public service in 
the Congress or the judiciary, and unusual expenses incurred by such service. 

The findings of such a Commission would be of value to Congress, not only 
with respect to its own Members and to the members of the Federal judiciary, 
but in the adjustment of salaries in other categories of Government service. The 
Commission's findings would be merely advisory. They would represent, how- 
ever, the results of a detached study and would avoid the criticism of self- 
service faced by Members of Congress and the judges when they seek to deter- 
imine for themselves scales of compensation that are adequate and fair. 


[Washington (D. C.) Times-Herald, August 1, 1953] 
LonG OVERDUE 


The House Judiciary Committee has before it a bill passed by the Senate 
last week which would provide at least a start on the problem of raising the 
wages of Federal judges—including those in the District—and of Members of 
Congress. 

It is a politically painful problem, but one which is going to have to be met 
and mastered if the Nation is to continue to attract the most competent men 
into these two arms of Government. 
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It is especially a problem for the judiciary. The executive arm must deal 
with the situation, too, in its own recruitment but is quite able to speak for itself. 
So can Congress, though it often is acutely embarrassed to do so. The judges, 
however, are virtually silent. 

As it stands now, many State judges are higher paid than those in Federal 
service. It is difficult, for example, to persuade a State judge to accept a promo- 
tion to a Federal court of higher rank—at lower pay. 

The condition cannot continue if the Nation is to maintain its judiciary as an 
independent and respected arm of Government. 


[Philadelphia (Pa.) Inquirer, July 17, 1953] 


WAGE Boost Sticky ISSUE FOR CONGRESS 


Herman A. Lowe 


WASHINGTON, July 16.— Congress is faced with an issue which has most of its 
members scared stiff—a bill to increase the salaries of Federal judges, United 
States attorneys, and the Members of Congress themselves. 

The bill, sponsored by the American Bar Association, is generally regarded as 
a sound step toward better government at a modest cost—a net increase for the 
whole country of about $6 millien a year. 

Not only the ABA, but State and local bar associations across the United 
States, the Hoover Commission on Governinental Reform, President Eisenhower, 
former President Truman, and many leading Americans of both political parties 
are on record for the step. 

Yet, it is one which scares the daylights out of Senators and Representatives. 
History shows that every time Congress has voted increases—especially for 
its own Members—opponents in the next elections have used the increases as a 
political club. Some able legislators have been defeated on this issue when they 
couldn’t have been licked otherwise. 

The bill, which has already been approved unanimously by a subcommittee of 
the Senate Judiciary Committee, would increase the salary of the Chief Justice 
of the Supreme Court to $40,000 a year and would give the 8 Associate Justices 
$35,000 a year. 

Judges of the various United States circuit courts of appeals would be in- 
creased to $27,500 a year as would those on the Court of Claims, Court of Cus- 
toms and Patent Appeals, and the Court of Military Appeals. United States 
district judges and those on the Tax and Customs Courts would get $25,000. 

Members of the House and Senate wouid be increased from their present 
$15,000 stipend to $25,000. 

The United States Attorney General would be authorized to pay the various 
United States attorneys and assistant attorneys from $12,000 to $20,000 per 
annum, most of them to remain under a $15,000 ceiling. 

Why the increases at a time when the administration is trying to cut expenses? 

Well, Congress has voted increases to lower level Government employees to 
cover the increased cost of living in recent years. But it hasn’t taken care of 
these higher brackets. What with inflation and higher taxes, it proves out that 
the upper bracket officials and judges actually have less purchasing value in 
their salary checks today than did their predecessors of 10 and 15 years ago. 

Hearings around the country have disclosed Federal judges—those with no 
independent income—forced to teach in night law-schoo! schools, to eke out their 
incomes. A number of cases have turned up where the judges have used up all 
the outside money they had when they went on the bench, just to make ends 
meet. Some Federal judges have been forced to resign and get back into private 
law practice. 

Students of government have been considerably concerned in recent years with 
the attrition among the best Members of Congress. Washington is full of men 
who were top Members of the House and Senate and who resigned or did not 
run for reelection. 

These men dropped out because they needed more money to support their fam- 
ilies. So, today, instead of helping to write the Nation’s laws, they are on the 
payrolls of large corporations and trade associations as lobbyists and 5 percenters. 
Such work pays better. 

There is a good reason, too, for increasing the salaries of United States attor- 
neys. Heretofore, lawyers working for the Government have been permitted to 
maintain outside law practices. The present Attorney General has ruled that 
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his people must drop all outside work. Many good men are quitting because they 
cannot afford the loss of income. The bill now awaiting action prohibits by law 
any private, outside practice by United States attorneys and assistant United 
States attorneys. Therefore, their Government salaries are all they can hope for. 

Among those leading the fight in Pennsylvania for the bill are Bernard G. 
Segal, chancellor of the Philadelphia bar; former Senator Francis J. Myers, now 
a practicing attorney in Philadelphia; and Charles E. Kenworthy, Pittsburgh 
attorney. 

(Same editorial in Manchester, N. H., Union Leader, July 22.) 


[The Washington (D. C.) Post, July 31, 1953] 
FIXING CONGRESSMEN’S PAY 


A new approach to the old question of congressional and judicial salaries is 
made in a bill approved recently by the Senate and now awaiting action by the 
House Judiciary Committee. Congress has found it virtually impossible to 
decide this issue objectively on its merits, for most of its Members would rather 
go underpaid than to face charges of salary grabbing before their constituents. 
So the Senate hit upon the idea of letting the initial decision be made by a Com- 
mission, with later confirmation by Congress. 

Almost everyone agrees that the salaries of Congressmen and judges should 
be increased. In both instances the present scales were fixed by laws passed 
in 1946. Meanwhile the cost of living has mounted sharply. Last May the 
Senate Judiciary Committee approved a bill that would have added $10,000 
a year to the compensation of all judges and Congressmen, but that recommenda- 
tion was too steep to command the support needed for enactment. The salary- 
fixing Commission then came to the fore as an alternative. 

The proposed Commission would be composed of 18 members, 6 named by the 
President, 6 by the Chief Justice of the United States, 3 by the President of the 
Senate and 3 by the Speaker of the House. No present or former Congressman 
or judge could serve on the Commission. Its members would have to be selected 
from outstanding leaders in labor, agriculture, business, and the professions. 
With the aid of an advisory committee made up of legislators and judges, the 
Commission would determine, on the basis of standards prescribed in the bill, 
what the salaries of the Vice President, the Speaker of the House, and Con- 
gressmen, and judges should be. The new scales would not become effective, 
however, until confirmed by appropriations. And in appropriating funds for 
this purpose Congress could fix the rates of pay anywhere between the present 
level and the new rates prescribed by the Commission. 

It is a rather awkward formula, but it has the virtue of providing for an 
independent survey of the salary problem. Congressmen have demonstrated in 
the past that they are too vulnerable politically to use good judgment in initially 
fixing their own salaries. The Commission’s report should at least provide a 
standard on which public opinion may crystallize. We think the urgent need for 
higher salaries in these fields would justify the House in going along with the 
Senate experiment. 


{San Francisco (Calif.) Chronicle, July 6, 1953 
CONGRESS MERITS HIGHER SALARIES 


In commenting adversely the other day on a bill passed by the House to allow 
Congressmen to deduct all their Washington living expenses from their taxable 
income, we recognized that there is a good case for a straight-out increase 
in congressional salaries. 

This case is well documented in a report now published by the Senate Ju- 
diciary Committee on the McCarran bill. This is a bill to increase the salaries 
of the 531 Representatives and Senators, of 366 Federal judges, of 94 United 
States attorneys, and of an unspecified number of assistant United States 
attorneys. 

By raising their salaries to $25,000, the Congressmen would actually be 
doubling their 1939 pay after taxes. Considering that the 1953 dollar is 
worth only about 59 cents in terms of the 1939 dollar, this is right, equitable, 
and in the public interest, for today’s Congressmen, at salaries of $15,000 a year, 
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are less well paid, taking into account that their average net income after 
taxes is $12,706, than they were in 1939, when the net after taxes was $9,628. 
On the same basis of comparison, the net income after taxes on the proposed 
$25,000 salary would be $19,164. That is not too much take-home to award 
to the directors of the biggest enterprise on earth, especially in consideration 
of the expense a Congressman has in maintaining two homes. 

Increasing the salaries of Federal judges $10,000 would put Supreme Court 
Justices at $35,000 (except that the bill provides a $14,500 raise to $40,000 for 
the Chief Justice) and district judges at $25,000. Inasmuch as New York State 
trial court judges get $28,000 a year, the proposal is certainly not out of line. 
As a matter of fact, a United States district judge, receiving $10,000 a year in, 
say 1930 with no Federal or State tax, was far better off in purchasing power 
than he is today with $12,706 after taxes. 

By the McCarran bill, United States attorneys would be paid from $12,000 
to $20,000 a year, their rate to be fixed by the Attorney General. A maximum of 
$15,000 is provided for assistant United States attorneys, who have always been 
paid too little. They are the workhorses of the Federal prosecution system, 
and while the office frequently attracts good men, the low salary ultimately 
repels them, and so continuity among well-qualified prosecutors is impaired. 

These salary boosts, both legislative and judicial, follow the lines of the Hoover 
Commission’s recommendations. They are strongly supported by the American 

3ar Association and other national organizations, and we. join in the general! 
approval of offering proper rewards to attract and hold worthy public servants. 

(Same editorial in Lompoc, Calif., Record, July 9.) 





[Downers Grove (Ill.) Reporter, July 9, 1953] 
EcoNOMICAL SALARIES 


One of the chief recommendations of the Hoover Commission 4 years ago was 
that Federal Government salaries be increased to bring better men into Govern- 
ment service. Salaries were raised at that time in the case of key officials in 
the executive branch, but not in the cases of judges and Members of Congress. 

A bill is pending in Congress now to carry out the Hoover Commission pro 
posal by raising judicial and congressional salaries $10,000 a year. The same 
bill would allow the Attorney General to set the compensation of United States 
district attorneys between $12,000 and $20,000 yearly. It has been approved 
unanimously by the Judiciary Committee of the Senate. 

Quite properly, the bill has been free from partisan controversy. It isn’t a 
partisan issue. The sole issue involved is whether higher salaries would 
attract stronger, abler men to the Congress and the bench. The American 
Bar Association, and various other organizations supporting the bill, believe 
it would. They argue that Government service should not be confined by 
economic circumstances to the independently wealthy, or to incompetents. 

President Eisenhower said much the same thing in his press conference 
recently when he observed that, with taxes what they are, we are approaching 
a time when only people of independent means could enter public life. He 
thought that was not a healthy condition, and we agree. 

We doubt that the average citizen is aware that a United States district court 
judge, for example, actually receives less salary today in terms of purchasing 
power than he did in 1939. And few people who live on less money than a 
Congressman is paid realize that he usually has to maintain two homes—in 
Washington and in his district—do a lot of traveling and official entertaining 
and run for office every 2 years. The result is that many resort to hiring 
members of their families as office assistants, or spend time on outside writing 
or speaking that they could well be devoting to their congressional duties. 

What would the proposed increase cost? The net cost, after taxes, would be 
$3,465,000 in the case of Members of Congress, and $2,240,000 in the case of 
Federal judges, a total of $5,700,000 a year. That figures out as only a tin) 
fraction of 1 percent of the total cost of the Federal Government. 

It would be a small price to pay for better courts and more Government 
efficiency. As one editor put it, it would be a case of “saving billions at a cost 
of thousands.” 

(Same editorial in Tell City, Md., News, July 3; Walnut, Iowa, Bureau, July 
2; Georgetown, Ky., News, July 10; Sunnybrook, Pa., Sun, July 2; Opportunity, 
Wash., Herald, July 9.) 
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{Daily Argus-Leader (S. Dak.), July 1953] 
MEN IN VITAL Posts DESERVE ADEQUATE PAY 


Despite the necessity for curtailment of national expenditures, there is need 
tor passage of the proposed increase in salaries of Federal judges, district attor- 
neys, Senators, and Congressmen. The present salaries represent a penny-wise 
pound-foolish policy which could cost the public billions while saving thousands. 

So far as concerns Federal judges, the case for the increase is clear. After 
deduction of income tax, the proposed annual salary of $25,000 for the district 
udges is much less than the net income in private practice of the average lawyer 
capable of holding the office. If these courts are to administer justice as justice 
should be administered, it is vital that the future salaries are such as to attract 
the best, rather than only mediocre lawyers. 

The case is equally clear as to Federal district attorneys and assistants. The 
present administration has wisely concluded to require that these officials retire 
from all private practice of law, giving their undivided attention to their official 
duties. On this basis, and at existing salaries, it would be virtually impossble 
to obtain competent lawyers for these important positions. The proposed salaries 
range from $12,000 to $20,000 annually, to be fixed by the Attorney General accord- 
ing to the volume and importance of the work in each district. If anything, this 
is not enough, instead of too much. 


THEIR EXPENSES HEAVY 


As to Senators and Congressmen, it is unfortunate that under the Constitution 
their salaries can be raised only by their own action. There is of course a reluc- 
tunce on their part to vote to increase their own salaries, and thereby invite 
attacks which might be dangerous politically. The fact remains, however, that 
sound public policy calls for an increase. The Senator or Congressman who votes 
for it should be commended rather than condemned. 

The present compensation is $15,000 annually, leaving on the average about 
$13,000 after income tax deductions. The proposed salary is $25,000, or an 
average of about $20,000 after income tax deductions. Any salary is further 
diminished by heavy inroads of extra expense involved in the service. 

Usually a Senator or Congressman has to maintain one residence in Washing- 
ton and another in his own community. His reelection campaigns are costly. 
If he keeps the home contacts he should, he incurs the cost of frequent trips 
back and forth from Washington, with reimbursement for only a small part of 
it. He is expected to contribute substantially to worthy charitable and other 
causes. He cannot decently avoid entertainment of acquaintances who are 
constantly contacting him on their visits to Washington. The net result is 
that What remains of the present salary is grossly inadequate. 


GOOD MEN NEEDED 


It is a superficial answer to say that there are always plenty of people willing 
to serve at present salaries. The true objective is not to find people willing 
to serve, but to have available and to select those who are competent to serve. 
The unfortunate fact is that at present salaries, out of those competent for 
the service, 4 out of 5 would summarily reject the proposition on the ground 
they could not afford it. 

For the next 20 years the need for the service in Congress will be greater 
than ever before in American history. The problems are so big that even 
the best may be inadequate. The appropriations of billions annually must be 
scrutinized by minds capable of finding cuts consistent with the national welfare. 
The taxation load has to be lightened and wisely adjusted so our national economy 
may be sustained and progress made. International problems should be so 
solved as to remove the constant war threat and avert an international calamity. 
In the face of these responsibilities, it is foolhardy to pursue a policy of con- 
eressional salaries so low as to limit availability of the most promising material. 

An increase in congressional salaries is a sound and businesslike step to 
broaden the present range of selection and thereby not only maintain, but im- 
prove, the existing standard of service. 
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[Paterson (N. J.) Evening News, July 28, 1953] 
MarsH, O’ByrNnE BACK Pay RISES FOR UNITED STATES JUDGES 


Passaic County leaders of both major political parties today were solidly 
behind a bill in the United States Senate under which the salaries of Federal 
judges, United States attorneys, and Congressmen would be increased. 

Both Lloyd B. Marsh, Republican, and Edward J. O’Byrne, Democrat, made 
known their support to Attorney Mendon Morrill, vice chairman of the American 
Bar Association’s committee on judicial selection, tenure and compensation 
for the eastern area of the New Jersey division. 

Marsh declared he was “very happy to endorse the Federal bill.” 

“In my opinion,’ Marsh wrote, “the judges, United States attorneys, and legis- 
lators have been suffering for many years because of small salaries. Their 
responsibility is tremendous and our country needs the best men we can obtain 
for these positions.” 

Marsh noted that with “rising living costs in the past decade, these Federal 
officials have been working at a great sacrifice.” 

The bipartisan character of the bill was noted by Marsh, it being authored 
by Senator Pat McCarran, Democrat, of Nevada, and endorsed by Attorney 
General Herbert Brownell and President Eisenhower. 

O’Byrne also said he was “heartily in favor” of the increases. 

“This is a raise that is long overdue, and the responsibility should carry com- 
mensurate compensation rates.” 

Attorney Andrew B. Crummy, of Newark, is chairman of the ABA’s special 
committee. Besides Morrill, other members are Edward T. Curry, of Camden; 
Charles Danzig, Sylvester Smith, and Augustus C. Studer, Jr., of Newark; 
Raymond J. Otis, of West New York; George P. Moser, of Union City. Curry 
is president of the New Jersey State Bar Association. 

The Paterson Evening News, in a recent editorial, supported the Senate bill, 
holding that the low salary penalty for accepting responsible appointive and 
elective positions at high governmental levels is not consistent with the American 
spirit of fair play. Of perhaps even greater consequence, the News pointed out, 
many people whose services in these positions would be highly desirable and 
beneficial to the Nation cannot afford financially to perform what they other- 
wise consider to be their duty as citizens of the United States. 





[Watertown (S. Dak.) Public Opinion, July 14, 1953) 
CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 


One of the chief recommendations of the Hoover Commission 4 years ago was 
that Federal Government salaries be increased to bring better men into Govern- 
ment service. Salaries were raised at that time in the case of key officials in 
the executive branch, but not in the cases of judges and Members of Congress. 

A bill is pending in Congress now to carry out the Hoover Commission proposal 
by raising judicial and congressional salaries $10,000 a year. The same bill 
would allow the Attorney General to set the compensation of United States dis- 
trict attorneys between $12,000 and $20,000 yearly. It has been approved unani- 
mously by the Judiciary Committee of the Senate. 

The bill has been free from partisan controversy. It isn’t a partisan issue. 
The sole issue involved is whether higher salaries would attract stronger, abler 
men to the Congress and the bench. The American Bar Association, and various 
other organizations supporting the bill, believe it would. They argue that Gov- 
ernment service should not be confined by economic circumstances to the inde- 
pendently wealthy, or to incompetents. President Eisenhower said much the 
same thing in his press conference recently when he observed that, with taxes 
what they are, we are approaching a time when only people of independent means 
could enter public life. 

What would the proposed increase cost? The net cost, after taxes, would be 
$3.465,000 in the case of Members of Congress, and $2,240,000 in the case of 
(Federal judges, a total of $5,700,000 a year. That figures out as only a tiny 
fraction of 1 percent of the total cost of the Federal Government. 

That would be a small price to pay for more Government efficiency and better 
courts. If the present level of congressional salaries is, actually, a deterrent 
to getting top-level men into office and the mere elevation of congressional pay 
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would be all that is necessary to accomplish that and keep them there, then there 
is absolutely no question that the increase should be authorized as soon as 
possible. 

And, even if it will only help produce such a result, it is still well worthwhile. 
And probably it would. 

But no one should be deceived that we can procure the kind of service we want 
and which the country assuredly always needs merely by paying higher salaries. 
There are many other factors which enter into the practical politics of electing 
publie officials, than just the remuneration they will receive. There are other 
inotives than monetary reward which inspire men to seek congressional office 
and serve in the Senate and House. 

Let’s pay our public servants in Congress what they need and should have to 
make it possible for them to undertake public service without too great material 
sacrifice. Sut let’s remember, also, that the greater the material reward, the 
more seekers there will be, and among them will be many who will place personal 
material gain ahead of consideration for the national and public welfare. 

When compensation is adequate—and it should be—we still must remain 
forever Vigilant to carefully evaluate the candidates for office, to see that names 
of the “right kind” of men get on the ballot and that those of the highest integrity 
and understanding of our philosophy of government and the public welfare are 
elected. That is the eternal responsibility of the American voters as well as to 
provide the compensation that the office and its duties merits. 


{Billings (Mont.) Gazette, July 7, 1953] 
HiGHER SALARIES FOR CONGRESS 


A bill to increase the annual salaries of Members of Congress to $25,000 has 
heen bypassed for the current session. There is but little doubt that most of the 
Members favor the increase but are fearful that should they vote for it, they 
might be subjected to criticism when they come up for reelection. The House 
members sought to obtain some relief by passing a bill exempting them from 
provisions of the Federal income tax on all of the living expenses incurred while 
living in the national capital. They are already accorded a $3,000 exemption 
but this covers only a portion of the cost of a residence in Washington, where 
living expenses stand near the peak for the entire country. 

The American Bar Association, of which the well-known Billings attorney, 
W. J. Jameson is the upcoming president, has gone on record favoring the bill 
to increase Government salaries in many higher level brackets. They would up 
the pay, not only of Members of Congress by $10,000 annually, but of Federal 
judges as well. They would also add $8,000 a year to the salaries of United 
States district attorneys. The association believes it is “false economy, and 
dangerous to the country’s future, if salaries are not realistic enough to attract 
the wisest and ablest men to assume the immense responsibilities of govern- 
ment.” 

During a recent press conference, President Eisenhower made the observation 
that, with taxes what they are, we are rapidly approaching the time when it will 
be difficult to get the best men to remain in government unless they have inde- 
pendent financial means. Former President Truman referred to the same diffi- 
culty before he relinquished the office. It isn’t a question of getting people to 
fill the jobs at the present salaries but of getting men and women of the required 
ability and sufficient experience. 

(Same editorial in Great Falls (Mont.) Tribune, July 15; Havre (Mont.) News, 
July 8; Lewiston (Mont.) Daily News, July 9.) 


[Albany (Oreg.) Democrat Herald, July 21, 1953] 
More Pay FoR CONGRESSMEN 


One of the problems occupying the attention of congressmen is the matter of 
their own salaries, which, they generally agree, are too low. Members now 
draw $15,000 a year, with a deduction from income-tax basis, of $3,000 for living 
expenses. 

This indirect method of hiking pay is not particularly popular among the 
Members, who would prefer a straightout salary boost. The proposed salary 
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is $25,000 a year. This may look pretty high to a man irregularly employed 
at day wages; but for the nature of the job it isn’t out of line. Men of the 
needed ability and experience are reluctant to subject their private affairs to 
the interruption involved in a term in Congress. This involves, not infrequently, 
a risk to an established business or practice. 

The work itself if done as it should be done is well worth the $25,000.  (Ex- 
treme partisans might contend that the blundering of members of the other 
party could be valued at a minus quantity.) The proposed adyance, it is figured, 
would cost the country 3.4 cents per capita. President Eisenhower and both of 
the living ex-Presidents favor the advance. 

Senator Everett Dirksen of Illinois has proposed, with the backing of Senator 
Robert Taft, legislation to create an outside commission to study the problem 
of congressional salaries. Report could not be expected before 1954, an election 
year. Objection to this hints a fear that the general citizenry would not be 
warm to the increase. 

Another plan, suggested by the Committee for Strengthening Congress, pro- 
poses a commission of three—Herbert Hoover, Bernard Baruch, Adlai Steven- 
son—to study the problem and report to Congress. The report could be adopted 
without a vote after submission to the presiding officers of the two Houses 
unless one or the other of the Houses just rose up and voted it down. We like 
the other way better and don’t think the Congressmen ought to be afraid to up 
their pay in an election year. 

We can’t prove that the quality of service would be improved by a hike in 
pay, but the advance should be made because it is due the hardworking Con- 
gressmen—and we do mean hardworking. 

The proposed $25,000 is $2,500 more than is paid members of the Cabinet, 
Probably the cabinet men themselves could be upped to $25,000 without our 
having to cut down the amount of foreign aid. 


[New Martinsville (W. Va.) Republican, July 10, 1953] 
CONGRESSIONAL Pay 


Congress controls its own purse strings. The only way Members of the House 
and Senate can get more pay is for Congress itself to authorize the increased 
payments. 

Too, each Member of the House and Senate is a politician. Each 2 years 
House Members are elected; each 6 years Senators are chosen. Perhaps that 
explains the somewhat devious and underhanded method the House recently 
employed in whooping through what amounts to a pay raise. 

The TIlouse passed a bill which would let Congressmen deduct their full 
costs of living in Washington from their taxable income. 

We personally feel that, in accordance with the findings of the Hoover Com- 
mission, executive, judicial, and congressional salaries be increased. Congress- 
men now are paid $12,500 per year. In addition, they receive $2,500 which is 
not subject to income tax for expenses. Congressmen also are allowed to 
deduct up to $3,000 for their costs of living in Washington from their taxable 
income. 

There is no question that expenses of Congressmen are heavy. Most must 
maintain 2 residences, 1 in their district and another in Washington. They 
are expected to live in keeping with their rank. 

However, we feel that the way to correct the situation is for Congress to 
increase its pay—honestly and openly, without monkeying with the tax laws. 
Nobody else is allowed to deduct living costs from taxable income. 


Congressmen 
should not be granted special privileges over other taxpayers. 


{Rockford (Ill.) Register Republic, August 7, 1955] 


vu) 
GETTING CONGRESS OFF Spor 


Reluctance of Members of Congress to increase their own salaries is under- 
standable. With taxes being extended, spending only moderately reduced, and 
an effort made to increase the national debt limit, Seuators and Representatives 
do not want to go home and face such comments as, “Well. I see vou raised your 
pay !” 
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The Senate and House have approved a method of deciding the issue which 
may settle the problem in fairness to all concerned. The matter of salaries for 
Federal judges is also hanging fire, and so a nonpartisan Commission has been 
proposed to make a report to Congress. 

The Commission would be composed of 18 members, 6 appointed by the 
President, 6 by the Chief Justice of the United States Supreme Court, 3 by the 
President of the Senate, and 3 by the Speaker of the House. No present or 
former Congressman or judge could serve on the Commission. Members would 
be selected from leaders in business, labor, agriculture, and the professions. 

An advisory committee composed of legislators and judges would help the 
Commission determine salaries for the Vice President, Speaker of the House, 
Members of Congress, and Federal judges. And Congress, in appropriating 
funds for higher salaries, could fix salaries at any point between the present 
level and those recommended by the Commission. 

Although this method is complicated, as Congressmen have admitted, it would 
free Senators and Representatives from tackling a subject on which they are 
vulnerable. The merits of pay raises for Members of Congress have been debated 
for many months, and fair-minded citizens agree that higher salaries are 
necessary unless congressional service is to be limited to those with independent 
means. 


{New York (N. Y.) World Telegram, August 1, 1953] 
CONGRESSMAN X: Is HE GoIne BROKE? 
By Roger Stuart 


Washington—your Congressman wants a pay raise. He and his colleagues—or 
most of them—are convinced they deserve it. 

But, being politicians, they're skittish about voting themselves a boost, lest 
the folks back home signify displeasure by retiring them from office the next 
time they’re up for election. 

Nevertheless, there’s legislation in the works which, if adopted, will raise 
their salaries from $15,000 to $25,000 a year. Even then, according to some, 
it will be difficult to make ends meet. 

But is it really so hard for the average Congressman, who does not have outside 
income, to get along on his salary? Just what expenses does he have to meet 
that the private citizen doesn’t? 

To get the answers, this reporter recently sat down with “Congressman X” 

a bona fide Member of the House of Representatives, but one who shall remain 
nameless in this account, to guard against any possilility of unpleasant 
repercussions. 

MARRIED With Two CHILDREN. 


Assured that he would not be identified, the Congressman willingly talked 
about his financial problems. Making available his income tax returns, canceled 
checks, and bills, he disclosed where his money goes, and how the total of his 
expenditures compares with the salary he receives as a lawmaker. 

Before considering the figures, however, just a word about the Congressman 
himself. A bit under 50, he represents an inland district, which has reelected 
him several times. He is married and has two children, one 13 and the other 8. 

It should be noted that the Cohgressman’s income and expenditures are for 
last year, when he was allowed $12,500 straight salary and an additional $2,500 
tax-free expense account. The total, $15,000, is the same as at present, but a 
change in the law effective January 1, 1953, did away with the flat $2,500 
expense account, providing instead that living expenses in Washington up to a 
maximum of $3,000 could be deducted from his income tax. 

Congressman X, like most of his colleagues, has found it necessary to maintain 
two homes—for at least part of each year. The one in his district is entirely 
paid for, but the Washington home is being purchased at a rate of $145.60 per 
month. 

It so happened that he rented his back-home house for 6 months last year 
while his family was with him in Washington. And for 2 months in the summer 
he rented his Washington home while he and Mrs. X and their two children 
were back in the district. 

All told, however, his net income from the two houses, after expenses such as 
water and light, fuel, repairs, fees to rental agents, and depreciation, amounted 
to only $1 40.07. 
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Diagram shows how Congressman X finished 
in the red Jast vear. 


Still, that constituted net income. So, with this sum added to his salary as 
a Member of Congress, his total income for last year was $15,140.74. 

Uncle Sam makes two other provisions to help legislators meet their respon- 
sibilities, but in neither case does the sum provided quite fill the bill. For 
example, every legislator is allowed 20 cents per mile for travel to and from 
Washington, but this is limited to 1 round trip per session. 

In the case of Congressman X, this amounted to $375 in 1952. However, Mr. 
X found that he actually had to go back and forth no fewer than four times 
within the year. At approximately $60 per one-way trip via automobile, in- 
eluding overnight lodging en route, he spent $100 more for traveling expenses 
between Washington and his home district than he got for the purpose. 

In addition, every legislator is allowed an office in his district at Government 
expense. Rental expense, that is. Congressman X last year spent $194 out of 
his own pocket on furniture (bargain pieces bought at sales) and a secondhand 
typewriter for the office. 

Up to this point, the out-of-pocket expense for Congressman X amounted to 
only $294. Now for some items that really gnawed holes in the family bank 
account. 

“T’ve found,” said Mr. X, “that a man has to dress a lot better in Congress, on 
the whole, than he would if he were practicing law back home. My clothing 
bills run pretty high.” 

Sums paid out for clothing for himself and other members of his family, last 
year, totaled $1,233.67. Food and other household items cost an average of 
$286.62 a month, or $3,459.44 for the year. 


MUST DRESS BETTER 


For travel in his home district—it’s 200 miles long and 40 to 50 miles wide— 
together with incidental meals and lodging, Mr. X last year spent $1,189.3 

“Scarcely a day goes by that I do not entertain 1 or 2 constituents at lunch 
in the House restaurant,” he added, disclosing that the total for this form of 
entertainment amounted to $368 for the year. 

Donations of various kinds amounted to $219, while other large items of 
expense included: Life insurance, $775.97; property taxes, $701.32; interest on 
notes, $1,044; income withholding, $1,967.16. 

Up to this point, Congressman X’s expenses amounted to $11,232.33. Nor was 
that the total extent of them. 

“The job of a legislator,’ he explained, “requires a man to ‘dig down’ for a 
number of things. The Government, of course, supplies stationery, offices, tele- 
phones, the franking privilege for our mail, and the like. But in addition, I had 
to spend $367.79 last year for telephone and telegraph service not paid for by the 
Government. 

“My office expense back home—that not covered by Uncle Sam's allowance— 
amounted to $171.89. Moreover, I paid $71.45 for subscriptions to newspapers— 
there are 35 of them in my district and I try to take them all—and rental of 2 
safety deposit box cost $6.” 
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$1,618.28 IN THE RED 


In addition to gas and oil, for which he spent $640.93 for travel exclusively 
within his district (this amount is included in the $1,189.39 above), he had to 
spend another $250.68 for relining of brakes, a new battery, recapping of tires, 
and breakdowns, while car insurance amounted to $105.80. 

Congressman X discovered also that his old car was wearing out. He had 
to buy a new one to replace it. He’s still paying for this at a rate of $89.22 
a month. The monthly payments total, in a year’s time, $1,070.64. 

With payments amounting to $145.60 per month on his Washington house, this 
costs him $1,747.40 a year. And he also bought a new refrigerator at a cost of 
about $300. 

There’s still another kind of expense, amounting to $750, which hits him 
every second year. Every time he runs for reelection he has to pay $100 to 
the treasurer of the State to get his name on the ballot. He is permitted to 
deduct this from his income tax. 

But it so happens that, in his particular State where his party is excep- 
tionally strong, the problem of getting elected to office centers, not in the gen- 
eral election, but in the party primary, and to get his name on the primary 
ballot costs him another $750—which is not deductible. 

So, if you spread the $750 payment over 2 years, the annual cost of having 
his name apear on the primary ballot amounts to $375. And if you add this 
items to his other expenses, you find that Congressman X was obligated to spend 
a total of $16,759.02 or $11,618.28 more in the course of a year than he received 
in income and expense allowances. 

Petty cash items, he supposes, would add up to a “few hundred dollars more.” 

From a financial standpoint, at least, it’s tough to be a Congressman. 


[Canon City (Colo.) Sun, July 2, 1953] 
ECONOMICAL SALARIES 


One of the chief recommendations of the Hoover Commission 4 years ago was 
that Federal Government salaries be increased to bring better men into Gov- 
ernment service. Salaries were raised at that time in the case of key officiais in 
the executive branch, but not in the cases of judges and Members of Congress. 

A bill is pending in Congress now to carry out the Hoover Commission pro- 
posal by raising judicial and congressional salaries $10,000 a year. The same 
bill would allow the Attorney General to set the compensation of United States 
district attorneys between $12,000 and $20,000 yearly. It has been approved 
unanimously by the Judiciary Committee of the Senate. 

Quite properly, the bill has been free from partisan controversy. It isn’t 
a partisan issue. The sole issue involved is whether higher salaries would 
attract stronger, abler men to the Congress and the bench. The American Bar 
Asociation, and various other organizations supporting the bill, believe it would. 
They argue that Government service should not be confined by economic cir- 
cumstances to the independently wealthy, or to incompetents. President Eisen- 
hower said much the same thing in his press conference recently when he ob- 
served that, with taxes what they are, we are approaching a time when only 
people of independent means could enter public life. He thought that was not a 
healthy condition, and we agree. 

We doubt that the average citizen is aware that a United States district court 
judge, for example, actually receives less salary today in terms of purchasing 
power than he did in 1939. And few people who live on less money than a Con- 
gressman is paid realize that he usually has to maintain two homes—in Washing- 
ton and in his district—do a lot of traveling and official entertaining, and run for 
office every 2 years. The result is that many resort to hiring members of their 
families as office assistants, or spend some time on outside writing or speaking 
that they could well be devoting to their congressional duties. 

What would the proposed increase cost? The net cost, affer taxes, would be 
$3,465,000 in the case of Members of Congress, and $2,240,000 in the case of 
Federal judges, a total of $5,700,000 a year. That figures out as only a tiny 
fraction of 1 percent of the total cost of the Federal Government. It would 
be a small price to pay for better courts and more Government efficiency. 
As one editor put it, it would be a case of “saving billions at a cost of thousands”. 

(Same editorial in Clinton, Mass., Item, July 2) 
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[Centralia (Wash.) Chronicle, July 30, 1953] 


Washington Report 
JUDGES OF NATION HAVE BEEN OVERLOOKED IN VAY 


(By Fulton Lewis Jr.) 
(Copyright 1951, King Features Syndicate, Ine.) 


WASHINGTON.—The title of judge is an honorable one that has grown in im- 
portance through the years as the Nation and our Government became an in- 
creasingly complex civilization. 

The only increase, however, has been in the complexity insofar as our judges 
are concerned, personally. They are underpaid, overworked—and at the same 
time commanded by public opinion to live in dignified surroundings befitting 
the title but not the salary. 

It’s time we made amends. The great Chief Justice John Marshall said: 

“The judicial department comes home in its effects to every man’s fireside; 
it passes on his property, his reputation, his life, his all.” 

Our best legal minds should be constantly urged to seek the judicial bench. 
Judges must and do pass daily on questions affecting the well-being of all in- 
dividuals. They can, by their decisions on such basie issues as constitutional law 
points, alter the course of the Nation; in fact, they have done so on many 
occasions. 

Many competent men now shun the bench, preferring to stay in law practice 
where the remuneration frequently is more adequate for raising a family and liv- 
ing a decent life. 

Recently in a speech before a bar association in New York, Chief Judge John 
C. Knox of the United States District Court for the Southern District of New 
York, now 71 years of age with 35 years of service on the Federal bencli, said 
that his total savings to date amounted to $6,200. And the judge has lived a 
life of dignity and thrift. 

The Senate Judiciary Committee has approved a bill to increase the pay of 
Federal judges to the point where they would more nearly match the honor of 
being a Federal judge. However, no further action is anticipated on the bill 
this year, even though it is on the Senate calendar, in view of the passage 
last week of a bill to create a Federal Commission which will study the entire 
field of sularies and living costs of judges and Members of Congress. 

In New York State the presiding justices of the appellate division of the 
supreme court receive an annual salary of $31,500 each; the associate justices 
get $30,000. 

The justices of the supreme court in the city of New York receive $30,000 
yearly. Those in upstate districts, while they are paid less than $30,000, get 
expense money as high as $3,000 annually. 

The present pay scale of our Federal judges, and the salaries proposed in the 
bill now before the Senate, are as follows: 


Present Prop sed 
salaries salaries 
Chief Justice of the United States $25, 500 $40, 000 


) 

Associate Justices of the Supreme Court 25, 000 35, 000 

Judges of the United States courts of appeals 17, 500 ‘ 
Judges of the United States Court of Claims 17, 500 
Judges of the United States Court of Customs and Patent Appeals 17, 500 
Judges of the United States district courts 15, 000 
1 
1 
l 
] 


5, 500 
5, 000 
5, 000 


Chief Judge of the United States District Court for the District of Columbia 

Judges of the United States Customs Court eae 
res of the district courts of the Virgin Islands, Alaska, and the Canal Zone 

res of the Tax Court of the United States 4 








5, 000 


In 1948 former President Herbert Hoover said of employees of the executive 
branch of the Government: 

“People of unusual ability coming into the Government do not expect to have 
the same rewards they get in private life, but in any event they ought to be 
given such opportunities for comfort and saving and education of their children 
as is necessary. That is not taking place on the present basis of payment.” 
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Since that time many salary increases have been granted to executive-branch 
Federal employees, and new grades paying up to $17,000 salary have been 
created. The salaries of Federal judges remain the same. 

(Substantially the same column carried in newspapers in all parts of country, 
including Macomb (Ill.) Journal, July 30; Lafayette (Ind.) Journal-Courier, 
July 30; Wausau (Ind.) Times & Union, July 30; Detroit (Mich.) Times, July 
30; New York (N. Y.) Journal-American, July 30.) 


| Boston (Mass.) Globe, July 11, 1953] 
SHOULD CONGRESS GET A RAISE * 


How much pay a Member of Congress should receive has provided arguments 
among the electorate almost every decade since our Government was instituted. 
It still does. And when the pending recommendations of the Senate Judiciary 
Committee for salaries of $25,000 a year reach the floor, it is probable that the 
ancient debate will be resumed. 

Reasons behind the timidity of Members of Congress on this matter of voting 
themselves a raise are not difficult to identify. Every legislator recognizes that 
the issue is strewn with hazards; these, exploited by an opponent in the next 
elections, might cost him his job. 

When the Ist Congress decided each Member should get $6 a day while on 
duty in the capital, irate citizens denounced the idea. It would, they insisted, 
permit a man to stay away from home, go to the theater and “drink fine wines.” 
The first attempt by Congress in 1816 to put itself on an annual salary— $1,500 
au year—brought similar protests, and the law was repealed. 

In 1873 publie wrath over what was termed a salary grab brought defeat to 
the party sponsoring it in the next elections. And only a dozen years ago 
another attempt to adjust congressional pay rates elicited a “bundles for Con- 
eress” movement, forcing repeal. 

This sensitiveness of national legislators has found expression in the caution 
which Senator Taft and leading Members of the minority party have displayed 
toward the latest attempt to raise congressional pay schedules. Mr. Taft's 
comment was: “Somebody outside Congress better make a study.” 

The staggering deficit facing the Government today is not likely to moderate 
this attitude of caution among Members of our national legislature. 

Yet the hard facts of life which the Members face in this matter merit more 
consideration than they commonly receive. Were the total maximum pay of 
Members set at $25,000 a year, as proposed, the cost to the Eisenhower. budget 
would be but 0.00717 percent, or about 3.4 cents per capita for the Nation. 

During the thirties, Members spent an average of but 198 days on duty in 
Washington. Since 1950, the average exceeds 279 days. Congress has not had 
a pay raise since 1946, when compensation was fixed at its present rate- 
$15,000; and in terms of actual purchasing power, given present depleted dollar 
values, the Members of the United States Senate and the House of Representa- 
tives are actually getting today about $1,000 a year less than their predecessors 
received in 19807. 

While a $38,000 tax deduction for living expenses was added by the 82d Con- 
gress, and proposals for total exemptions covering all living expenses in Wash- 
ington have been offered, this approach to the problem leaves much to be desired. 
Large special tax exemptions for Congressmen and Senators are not likely to sit 
well with a hard-pressed citizenry 

The better approach would appear to be the direct one of dealing openly with 
this problem through an impartial body. Senator Dirksen of Illinois has pro- 
posed exactly that step. He seeks to have a Commission instituted, the 18 
Members of which would be named by the President, the Chief Justice, the 
President of the Senate and Speaker of the House. This group would study 
the question and make recommendations next year. 

The traditional attitude of the public—and it is sound—is that election to 
Congress is a privilege and not a right; and that Members should not expect 
luxury salaries. There is little evidence, however, that any do. Analysis of 
typical Members’ budgets made recently show them running more than $3,000 
a year into the red. 


57814 
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[Springfield (Ill.) Journal, July 20, 1953 
PAY FOR CONGRESSMEN 


As a result of the publicity given the Nixon political contribution issue last 
summer and the subsequent explanation by the vice presidential candidate, it was 
clearly demonstrated that most Congressmen, unless wealthy, have a hard time 
making ends meet on the present $15,000 a year salary. This is especially true 
of Senators who have more expenses campaign-wise ordinarly than do Congress- 
men. 

To alleviate this situation, a bill has been introduced in Congress which would 
give Senators and Representatives a yearly pay of $25,000. It has been unani- 
mously reported by the Senate Judiciary Committee, and is now on the Senate 
Calendar. 

However, there is one element that plagues the bill’s supporters. It is public 
opinion, the kind that would say, “They voted to give themselves a pay raise. 
What a soft deal.” 

To date there has been a great deal of congressional timidity on the issue and 
this public-opinion factor probably accounts for it. As far as economy is con 
cerned, there is no big question involved. It would add only 0.00717 percent to 
the Eisenhower budget of 74 billions, and would cost the country 3.4 cents 
per capita. 

President Eisenhower and both former Presidents Truman and Hoover have 
endorsed the pay raise on the theory that it would encourage more highly quali- 
fied men to seek legislative careers. Many high caliber persons, who would make 
good lawmakers, would rather work for private organizations now because the 
pay is higher and security better. Some inducement must be offered this type to 
try for office. Congress would be strengthened, surely, if more of this type were 
to come to Washington . 





[Walla Walla (Wash.) Union Bulletin, July 5, 1953] 
EDERAL SALARIES 


The Hoover Commission on the Reorganization of the Federal Government 
recommended, in 1949, that there be substantial increases in the pay of em- 
ployees in all three branches of the Government. 

This was followed by action in Congress increasing the executive salaries. 
Those in the judiciary and in the legislative branches were left unchanged 
and to this day are at old levels. 

The American Bar Association, which supplies a considerable amount of 
legislative timber and all of the judicial material, recently came out in favor 
of higher pay, as recommended by the Hoover Commission, in both categories. 

The salary scale proposed in the recommendation, the bar contends, would 
produce better government, better administration of our courts and _ better 
enforcement of our criminal laws. The last-mentioned point is particularly 
pertinent in connection with the suggested higher scale for United States at- 
torneys, the broad inference being that a realistic schedule of pay would attract 
stronger men to the position, and tend to discourage mediocre chaps from be- 
coming applicants. 

Some comment has previously been carried regarding the proposed higher 
compensation for our Senators and Representatives, and the same general 
line of thinking prevails. Under today’s living costs, service in behalf of the 
public is sharply limited. Because it is difficult to make ends meet, there are, 
to some types, constant temptations to taken on outside commitments which 
might not be for the best interest of the public. Conscientious men of limited 
means are frequently unwilling, as well as financially unable, to make the sac- 
rifices that their idea of public service entails. 

Experience indicates that we seldom scale down much from a standard at- 
tained after a long period of rising costs and prices. If that holds good, there 
is little danger that, in considering higher salaries for Federal judges, attorneys, 
and legislators, we shall be fixing a scale which, in a short while, might be un 
reasonably high. 
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[Erie (Pa.) Sunday Dispateh, July 1953] 
Bar Group Favors Feperat Pay HIKES 


Members of the Erie County Bar Association have gone on record as support- 
ing a substantial salary increase for Congressmen, Federal judges, and United 
States district attorneys. 

Action of the local group was announced Friday by Attorney W. Louis 
Schlesinger, president, who said a resolution adopted here was in line with 
policies of the other similar groups and with the National Bar Association. 

The salary increases are provided for in a bill now before the Senate. It 
has already been backed unanimously by the Senate Judiciary Committee and 
subcommittees, and has support of the Hoover Commission, President Eisen- 
hower, the United States Attorney General's office, and business and farm groups. 

Schlesinger said local attorneys cited the fact that present low salaries of 
l‘ederal judges has forced many to turn to other sources for additional income. 
He said some judges of United States courts now teach in law schools, or have 
turned to writing. 

Schlesinger pointed out that a bulletin from the National Bar Association 
warns that only independently wealthy attorneys, or those who have been unsuc- 
cessful in private practice, will seek judgeships in the future unless salaries are 
boosted. 

The increases asked for United States district attorneys are based on the fact 
that those jobs are now full time, Schlesinger said. 

The association will forward copies of the resolution to both Pennsylvania 
Senators, Edward Martin and James Duff, to Congressman Carroll Kearns, 
and to House and Senate majority and minority leaders and judiciary committee 
members. 


[Deadwood (S. Dak.) Pioneer Times, July 1953] 


PROPOSED SALARY INCREASE FOR SOLONS Micut Be Best Way To Atrract Com- 
PETENT MEN FOR FEDERAL JOBS 


Good money attracts good men. 

To insure the people of the United States the best possible representation in 
Washington and on the Federal benches, the voting citizens should demand that 
Congress increase the salaries of these elective and appointive positions. 

Because the Constitution holds that Senators and Representatives only are 
able to raise their own salaries, they are reluctant to do so. Such action often 
brings attacks upon individual Members as well as opening an avenue which 
could be exploited by their opposition during an election year. Citizens should 
let these elected Representatives know that they are behind the proposed salary 
increase, 

At the present time, compensation for representing the home State is $15,000 
annually. This amount, after income tax deduction, is reduced to approximately 
$13,000, which is subsequently reduced by the heavy inroads of extra expense 
involved in fulfilling good service to their constituents. 

Usually, a Senator or a Representative must maintain two residences, one in 
Washington and the other in his own community. He must also make many trips 
to keep the necessary home contacts and make reports to the people of his State. 
He is constantly called back and forth from Washington to his home State to 
participate in the many civic events. He is expected to contribute adequate 
donations to charitable and other causes. He likewise is expected to entertain 
acquaintances who are constantly contacting him on their visits to Washington. 
The result is that his remaining salary after all the necessary drains upon it 
is grossly inadequate. 

In regard to Federal judges, the case for a salary increase is basically sound. 
Even with the proposed salary of $25,000 for the district judges, it is much less 
the net income capable of the average lawyer having a private practice. If the 
courts are to continue to be an arena where justice is administered, future salaries 
must be such as to attract the best rather than only the mediocre lawyers. 

Federal district attorneys and their assistants are under the same situation. 
The present administration, however, has wisely concluded that the men in 
these positions must retire from all private practice of law and give their com- 
plete efforts to their official duties. With this in mind, one can easily deduce 


that it is next to impossible to obtain competent lawyers for these very important 
positions. 
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The proposed salaries for the Federal judges and attorneys range from $12,000 
to $20,000 annually to be fixed by the Attorney General according to the volume 
and importance of the work in each district. 

Some will say that there are always plenty of people who are willing to serve 
at the present salaries. This cannot be an argument against the proposed salary 
increase. Finding people willing to serve is not the problem; it is to have avail- 
able and to select those who are best able to fulfill the position. At the present 
salaries, 4 out of 5 will reject the proposition to serve the Government on the 
grounds that they cannot afford the position. 

The tremendous spending program of the Federal Government must be up 
for scrutiny by minds which are capable of profound and thorough understand- 
ing. Cuts must be made which are consistent with the trends in national wel- 
fare. Taxation must be lightened and adjusted so that national economy may 
continue on a sound basis and progress made. The complex international situa- 
tions should be resolved away from the constant threat of war which could lead 
to a national and international calamity and peace restored. To attack these 
problems of national and international scope, the best minds of the Nation must 
be enticed to assume responsibility. One way to encourage this, is to increase 
the salaries of the positions where they are needed. 





{Knickerbocker (N. Y.) News, June 29, 1955] 
Wuy Be Coy? 


When the fact is considered that practically all responsible parties interested 
have agreed that Congress is entitled to a salary boost, a view shared by 
President Eisenhower, it seems rather sorry the House of Representatives has 
seen fit to go about it with a view to escaping constituency criticism at home 
in order to gain a pittance. 

The House has adopted a measure that appears to be strictly an expedient, a 
hedge, under which Members would be exempt from all tax on income used to 
defray the cost of living in Washington, right down to babysitting fees and even 
the afternoon sessions over 86-proof tea. They already have $2,500 nontaxable 
expense accounts, 

The proposal of the Senate Judiciary Committee that salaries of Members of 
Congress be increased to $25,000 without expense allowances as part of it, seems 
a more forthright manner of reaching a figure to which the dignity, importance, 
and financial demands of the job entitles them. The House has seen fit to be shy 
and, it can hardly be overlooked, insincere about it all. 

Few people are going to be taken in by this devious tax-discrimination method 
of increasing income. Certainly there will be some political capital made of the 
full-increase method, but in view of the widespread agreement that it is a per 
fectly warranted action, Members of Congress should have little difficulty in 
disposing of the arguments. They also would gain the more valuable asset of 
greater respect. 





[Enid (Okla.) Morning News, August 12, 1953] 
RAISES FOR CONGRESS 


President Eisenhower has signed a bill creating a special Commission to studs 
the question of whether or not the salaries of Congressmen should be raised. 
The Commission will be made up of 18 members, representatives of business, in 
dustry, labor, agriculture, and the professions. It will have to complete its 
findings and make a report before next January 15. Congress then will have 
60 days in which to act on the recommendations made. 

At present, Senators and Representatives receive $12,500 in salary, and an 
expense fund of $2,500. The amount varies, and committee chairmen and others 
sometimes receive more in gross to meet their added expenses. 

To most people, naturally, this seems like a lot of money. But it should be 
remembered that the expenses of a Congressman or Senator are high; far beyond 
those of we ordinary individuals who live at home and have no such public 
obligations as they have. 

Most Congressmen must maintain 2 residences—1 in Washington or its en 
virons and the other in the part of the country they represent or where they must 
live ordinarily. They are expected to contribute generously to campaign funds 
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nd to an untold number of worthy charities. Obviously, they must dress well, 
and entertain the visiting folks from their home district or State. Even on a 
noderate scale, this runs into money. 

Plainly, our Congress should be made up of the most able men in any district 
rv State. sut quite often some of the best are deterred from seeking election 
wv the financial facts of the situation, especially when they can secure from 
private industry for jobs of equal responsibility a salary as great, with only 
one home to maintain. 

In these days when all of us must pay more for everything we get, surely we 
should not be niggardly with Congressmen’s pay. There obviously is no way 
vou measure the salary of a good national lawmaker. But the men who are 
elected to serve in that capacity should not be expected to make too great a 
financial sacrifice. Mostly, it costs them, but it shouldn’t cost them too much, 
f we want the best type of men to serve in these places of high trust and 
responsibility. 

(Same editorial in Abilene (Kans.) Deflector-Chronicle, August 13; Lafayette 

Ind.) Journal & Courier, August 17; Brownsville (Pa.) Telegraph, August 15; 
Waynesboro (Pa.) Record-Herald, August 13.) 





[indianapolis (Ind.) Star, August 23, 1953 


brew Pearson Says: 


WASHINGTON MERRY-GO-ROUND 


HIGHER CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 


(ongressmen Wince when you mention it, but one of the most important moves 
the last Congress made was a step toward raising the salaries of judges and 
Congressmen. 

The bill enacted is only a first step, provides only for a Commission to study 
the proposed pay hike. Also, House leaders carefully avoided a record vote in 
order not to put their more jittery colleagues on the spot. 

Several Congressmen, however, had the spunk to stand up and be counted 
during floor debate, including GOP Leader Charles Halleck, of Indiana, Demo- 
cratic Leader Sam Rayburn, of Texas, GOP Congressman Louis Graham, of 
Vennsylvania, and Democrats Holifield, of California, Walter, of Pennsylvania, 
and Matthews, of Florida. 

“The burden of being a Congressman is so heavy,” contended Matthews, of 
Florida, “that soon only those of wealth will seek this high office. Surely men 
of modest income, whose only vocation is service to the people, should have an 

opportunity to render that service.” 
Holifield reported that Congressmen paid an income tax of only $83 in 1925, 
hen their salary was $10,000, whereas today they pay and income tax of about 
s2.046—-and that they actually receive one-third less today in terms of purchasing 

wer than in 1925. 

(Column carried in newspapers in other parts of the country.) 


[Dallas (Tex.) News, July 7, 1955] 
FEDERAL OFFICES AND FEDERAL Pay 


Federal officials are paid according to the best judgment of Congress, con- 
stitutionally the holder of the purse strings. That puts a severe burden on 
Congress, where its own pay is concerned. The obligation is heavy not to mulct 

the Treasury and at the same time not to shortchange themselves. 
The McCarran bill (Senate 1663) would raise the present salaries of both 
: Congressmen and Federal judges. There can be little opposition to the judicial 
side of the measure, warmly supported by the American Bar Association and 
the American Judiciary Society and endorsed by most of the State bars. Their 
thinking is succinetly expressed by the current issue of the Journal of the AJS, 

which remarks editorially : 

“In filling judicial offices, the Government goes into competition with the 
clients for the services of the members of the bar. The better the lawyer on 
t the bench, the more likely is justice to be done. As prices rise, the salaries 
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attached to these important offices are daily less and less attractive to the men 
who ought to be taking them. The only remedy is to raise them.” 

To that may be said a hearty “Amen.” 

Similarly Congress is in need of higher pay to meet the condition we term the 
higher cost of living. This is actually the ability to buy in terms of a depreci- 
ated dollar. In the main, Congress is responsible for that as the dollar reflects 
Government fiscal policy. But if we assume that the rate of pay fixed for 
Congress in 1932 was fair compensation, the fact today is that a Congressman’s 
pay is below the true value. With the exception of the Speaker, Congress is 
inadequately paid. To match the purchase power of 1932 congressional pay, 
a Congressman would have to draw at least $20,000, whereas even with the 
$2,500 expense allowance, the overall total of $15,000 is only twice as much as 
the old $7,500 rate. Pay has only doubled, while the cost of living has tripled in 
two decades. 

As far as Congress is concerned, a pay increase will not alter the caliber of the 
Congressmen. It is a matter of simple justice to the good and the bad alike. 
But the AJS Journal is right in arguing that better pay will encourage better 
jurists. The McCarran bill should pass, 





[Washington (D. C.) Star, July 9, 1953] 
THe LAporer’s Hire 


The American Bar Association has come out in support of legislation now 
pending in the United States Senate to increase the salaries of Senators and 
Representatives by $10,000 a year, and salaries in the judiciary field by the same 
amount. These figures are not arbitrary, but are based on the recommendations 
and findings of the Hoover Commission recommendations. The executive branch 
salaries were raised across the board, but nothing was done about the salaries 
of the legislative and judiciary branches. 

Recently President Eisenhower commented that a combination of low salaries, 
high taxes, and increased living costs has made it extremely difficult to attract 
the highest type of man into Government work, and the bar association agrees 
with this view, as do a great many other organizations and individuals concerned 
in one or another way with the problem. 

That the laborer is worthy of his hire is an historic axiom too often, perhaps, 
observed in the breach. It is a matter of commonsense that in these expensive 
and highly competitive days, the best minds will not be attracted to low-paying 
posts with no security guaranties. Fortunately, there are some wealthy men of 
great ability who are willing to make sacrifices, financial and otherwise, in order 
to perform a public service. But by no means all our best and most valuable 
men are well endowed with worldly goods or can afford such sacrifices. We are 
told that a United States district court judge, whose salary is $15,000 a year, is 
making less now than he did in 1939, in terms of purchasing power. Not many 
people realize that while Congressmen receive $15,000 a year, most of them find 
it necessary to maintain 2 homes, 1 in Washington and 1 in their own district, 
and that they are required to do a lot of expensive entertaining, traveling, and 
donating to various causes, many of them having to find outside means of earning 
more money in order to make ends meet. 

The increases would cost the taxpayers somewhat less than $6 million a year— 
a trivial enough sum, these days, to pay for better courts and greater Govern- 
ment efficiency, which might well save the taxpayers billions in the long run. 


[Oneida (N. Y.) Dispatch, June 29, 1953 
CONGRESSMEN RATE A RAISE 


Our own Congressman Williams has already gone on record as opposing a 
raise in pay for Members of Congress until such time as we are able to balance 
the budget and reduce taxes. Few voters, disappointed by the fading vision 
of a tax cut, will quarrel with this diplomatic stand. As the Buffalo Evening 
News put it, “* * * there are times when discretion is the surest path to survival.” 

And yet the merits of the case for a raise are not very hard to establish. They 
boil down to this: After taking account of inflation and income taxes, today’s 
congressional pay scale is far below the 1939 level—at a time when most 
people's real income is a good deal higher. 
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In 1939 every Congressman (and Senator) received $10,000—and had $9,286 

left after taxes. Now he gets $15,000 in salary—and has the equivalent of 
86,681 (in 1989 dollars) left after taxes. If the pay is raised to $25,000, as 
proposed, the take-home pay in 1939 buying power will amount to $10,157. 
For Federal judges, the story is the same—only slightly more so, since they 
+ no tax offset for having to maintain two homes. The typical United States 
district judge, with a salary of $15,000 today compared with $10,000 in 1939, now 
enjoys a real income of $6,199, compared with $9,628 in 1939. If his pay is 
raised to $25,000, the buying power of his take-home pay will still be smaller 
than in 1939—9,493 as against 89,628. 

President Eisenhower has clinched the case for higher congressional—and 
juditial—salaries, we think, with his comment at a recent press conference. We 
are rapidly approaching the time, he said, when we are going to be deprived of 
the best men we could get in these jobs—when only those of independent means, 
or those who couldn’t begin to do as well outside, could afford to run for Con- 
gress or accept judicial appointments. 

It is all very well to speak of a raise in congressional pay as a piece of self- 
serving. But we surely don’t want a situation where the only people who can 
afford to run for Congress or Senate are those with independent wealth—or those 
who have to keep looking for ways to piece out their income on the side. With 
any raise in pay, however, should certainly go a clear-cut understanding as to 
which forms of outside income are ethical and which are not. 


sit 


[Quincy (Mass.) Patriot Ledger, August 5, 1953] 
A RAIsE FOR CONGRESSMEN? 


Congress has closed up shop and one of the last acts of the departing Con- 
vressmen was the creation of an independent Commission to study congressional 
and judicial pay scales. 

The Commission will be composed of 6 members appointed by the President, 
6 by the Chief Justice, 3 by the Speaker of the House, and 3 by the Vice 
President. 

The Commission will make a study of what the Congressmen and Federal 
judges now get and what their expenses are (salary for both is $15,000 a year) 
and will then make its recommendations to Congress. 

Now the first thing that pops into the minds of many of us is that “those 
thieving politicians down in Washington are trying to make themselves an- 
other buck.” 

In a sense that’s true. Our Congressmen would like to make “another buck” 
hecause what they are making, despite the travel, office, and other expenses 
they receive, does not go very far. 

A raise for our Congressmen might be an excellent idea. It might have the 
effect of elevating the quality of our Representatives. Men who, as things 
stand now, would not otherwise be able to go into politics, but who would make 
great leaders, would seek office. 

Our Congressmen hold down the most responsible jobs in the country. It 
seems to us they should be paid accordingly. 


[Ironwood (Mich.) Globe, August 21, 1953] 
PAY OF CONGRESS 


Pending on the calendar of the United States Senate is a bill, unanimously 
reported by the Judiciary Committee in May, which would increase the salaries 
of Members of Congress from $15,000 to $25,000 a year. Senators and Repre- 
sentatives have long had an eye on a pay raise to $25,000 but something has 
always arisen to make it seem untimely, as is the case again this year. 

An attempt in the House in April to fix congressional salaries at $22,500 was 
ruled out on a point of order, but in June the House amended the legislative ap- 
propriation bill to allow Members to deduct the whole of their living expenses 
in Washington when filing Federal income-tax returns. The living-expense 
deduction is now limited to $3,000. The Senate has never given wholehearted 
approval to this method of inching up legislators’ take-home pay. The fact is 
that the House provision would be of greatest benefit to the wealthiest Members, 
who could deduct more in Washington living expenses than they receive in con- 
gressional pay. 
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When the legislative appropriation bill comes up for action by the Senators, 
they will have an opportunity to substitute a straightforward pay increase 
for the tax-relief provision for Members, which seems particularly inappropriate 
at a time when tax relief for others is being delayed beyond earlier expectations. 
But a boost in congressional pay may seem even more inappropriate in view 
of the present state of the national finances. If not voted this year, a con- 
gressional pay raise may be skipped by the present Congress; in the view of 
many Members, voting an increase in the election year 1954 would amount to 
political suicide. 


[Minneapolis (Minn.) Tribune, September 24, 1953] 


VINSON LEAVES Net ESTATE oF ABOUT $1,000 


WASHINGTON.—Fred M. Vinson, late United States Chief Justice, died almost 
“broke” despite a lifetime of Government service including some of the highest 
offices in the land, it was disclosed Wednesday. 

Vinson left no valid will. But his estate, filed in probate court here yesterday, 
listed assets of $7,163 against debts of $6,000—leaving a net worth of slightly 
more than $1,000. 

An attorney for the estate said there also were a few small properties in 
Kentucky and West Virginia, but so small as not to be worth mentioning, and 
some life insurance, but “not as much as you would think.” 

“Tt’s typical of the old soul,” said the attorney, James M. Earnest; “stays in 
public service most of his life and doesn’t accumulate much wealth.” 

As Chief Justice, Vinson drew $25,500 a year. 


{Perth Amboy (N. J.) News, August 18, 1953] 
FEDERAL JUDGES’ Pay 


A committee of the American Bar Association has recommended support of a 
Senate bill calling for salary increases for Federal judges. The reason for the 
committee’s stand is worthy of note and a great deal of attention for it holds 
water and a no small measure of truth. 

The committee says that unless Federal judicial salaries are increased sub- 
stantially, future selections for the bench will be limited chiefly to independently 
wealthy lawyers or those so unsuccessful in private practice that they could 
not earn even as much as Federal judges are paid now. It is accepted generally 
that neither qualifies a man for the bench. 

Some immediate attention should be given the situation, particularly in view 
of recent testimony before the Senate Judiciary Committee. At that time, 
witnesses told of judges having been forced to use up all savings accumulated 
before being appointed to the bench, and of other judges who were forced to teach 
law at night schools or write books and magazine articles in order to meet extra 
family expenses caused by illness. 

Still other judges, according to the testimony, were unable to provide savings 
or life insurance to protect their dependents in the event of death, at present 
pay scales, while there were two instances of widows of Federal judges being 
forced to take in roomers to help support themselves. 

If Federal pay for the judiciary results in these situations, then it is certainly 
time that an overhaul was demanded. 


[Des Moines (Iowa) Tribune, September 26, 1953] 
THE Low Pay OF JUDGES 


We imagine most Americans will be shocked at finding that as holder of the 
highest judicial post in the United States the late Fred Vinson was drawing 
an annual salary of only $25,500. (He left a total estate of $7,100, with debts 
of $6,000.) 

The fact is that the whole range of Federal judicial salaries is woefully 
insufficient. The Associate Justices on our highest court draw, $25,000, court 
of appeals judges get $17,500 and Federal district court justices only $15,000. 

Both at home and abroad, responsible judicial jobs bring far higher salaries. 
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England’s highest judicial official, the Lord Chancellor, receives the equivalent 
of $40,000 annually. Here are some salaries paid American State court judges: 
Presiding judge, appellate division, New York Supreme Court, $31,500; associate 
judges, appellate division, New York Supreme Court, $30,000; chief judge, New 
York Court of Appeals, $35,000; chief justice, New Jersey Supreme Court, 
$25,000; associate justices, New Jersey Supreme Court, $24,000; chief justice, 
Pennsylvania Supreme Court, $25,500; judges, Pennsylvania Court of Common 
Pleas, Philadelphia County, $18,500. 

(Iowa salaries run well below these: Supreme court justices receive only 
$10,000 and district court judges $8,000. ) 

The Senate Judiciary Committee at the last session voted unanimously to 
approve a flat $10,000 increase for all Federal judicial jobs and a raise to $40,000 
for the Chief Justice. sut the measure was sidetracked and a substitute bill 
adopted setting up a Commission to study the problem and report a recommended 
salary seale. 

We trust the committee will see fit to recommend—and Congress to approve 
a salary level commensurate with the grave responsibilities we place in the hands 
of our Federal judges. 


[Wausau (Wis.) Record-Herald, August 26, 1953] 
JUDICIAL SALARIES 


Among the important unfinished tasks confronting the 83d Congress when it 
returns in January is that relating to salaries of the Federal judiciary and 
Members of Congress. 

In neither case are the salaries commensurate with the responsibilities involved 
and the abilities required to do the job well. 

Let's take the case of Federal judges by way of illustration. 

The American Bar Association has noted “an alarming increase in resignations 
of experienced judges from the bench” because of inadequate salaries. That's 
a serious situation. The American judicial system requires the highest type of 
judge. It has difficulty getting or keeping enough such judges under the condi- 
tions which now exist. It has the effect of weakening the judicial system. 

The prestige, tenure, and desire to serve cannot offset the loss of income 
entailed through sacrifice of lucrative private practice. 

The salaries of Federal judges, ranging from $15,000 for Federal district 
judges to $25,000 for Associate Justices of the Supreme Court, probably look pretty 
good to the average person. It should be noted, however, that while the incomes 
of most people have kept pace with or exceeded the rapid rise in the cost of 
living, the incomes of Federal judges have been taking a beating ever since 
1939 when their salaries were ruled subject to the Federal income tax. 

Despite a raise from $10,000 to $15,000 for district judges and increases for 
other judges accordingly in 1946, a district judge’s salary today is worth but 
about $6,000 in terms of the purchasing power he had in 1939. 

The situation is such that various members of some State judiciaries receive 
more than Associate Justices of the United States Supreme Court. That serious 
imbalance is without justification. 

Legislation introduced in the first session of the 83d Congress (S. 1663) pro- 
posed to increase the compensation of United States judges and Congressmen 
by $10,000 a year, boost the salary of the Chief Justice to $40,000 and create a 
salary range for United States attorneys from $12,000 to $20,000 annually. 
The measure has the unanimous approval of the Senate Judiciary Committee. 

It is hoped that with the support of the public that or similar legislation is 
brought to final passage in order to make it possible to obtain and keep the best 
qualified people in the Nation’s service. 

(Same editorial in Decatur, (Ind.) Democrat, August 31.) 


[Butte (Mont.) Standard, August 29, 1953] 
ON RAISES FOR JUDGES 


The Senate is considering a bill, supported by the American Bar Association, 
which would raise the salary of Federal judges from $15,000 to $25,000. The 
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court would get $40,000 instead of his present 
$25,000. His associates would receive $35,000. Judges of lower Federal courts 
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would have their salaries raised from the present $15,000 and $17,500 to $25,000 
and $27.000. 

To many the present salary scale for judges seems adequate. But witnesses 
at Senate Judiciary Committee hearings on the new bill told of Federal judges 
who had to write magazine articles or teach in night law schools to supplement 
their incomes and support their families. It would seem that such were living 
on a lavish scale, but the fact remains that if they found outside earnings neces- 
sary they would be unable to devote their entire attention to the task of inter- 
preting the laws and performing their important judicial functions. 

No branch of our Government is more important than our courts. The deci- 
sions made there are the safeguards of our liberty. We need the most able and 
experienced men in the country as judges. But it is argued that the bench can- 
not hope to attract such men when places in industry or private law practice 
earry a much higher financial reward. 

In a sense a man who sits as a judge is rewarded with the knowledge that his 
work is one of the highest forms of public service. But his fellow citizens have 
no right to expect that he will sacrifice his own financial security and that of his 
family in addition. 












































[Newport News (Va.) Times Herald, August 13, 1953] 





Bar Group Backs BILL TO RAISE JUDGES’ SALARIES 





Boston, August 13.—Unless salaries are raised, Federal judges in the future 
must be selected from two groups: 

1. The independently wealthy. 

2. Lawyers so unsuccessful in private practice that they cannot earn the 
equivalent of the present salary. 

That’s what the American Bar Association’s standing committee on judicial 
selection, tenure, and compensation reports in the advance program for the 50th 
annual meeting of the association here this month. 

The ABA committee backed a bill before the 838d Congress for $10,000 a year 
Salary increases for all Federal judges, except the Chief Justice of the United 
States for whom a $14,500 raise was proposed, but Congress adjourned without 
approving the bill in its entirety. 

Congress passed only part of the bill giving more moderate increases to 
assistant United States attorneys. 

The bill backed by the ABA also proposed $10,000 a year increases for United 
States Senators and Representatives along the Federal judges. 

“It became apparent during the year to those interested in Federal judicial 
salary increases, that the best means of accomplishing this objective was to sup- 
port a bill which included increases in the salaries of United States Senators, 
Representatives, and United States attorneys, as well as increases in Federal 
judicial salaries,’ the committee’s report said. 

The committee, in its supporting memorandum filed with a Senate Judiciary 
Committee hearing, said there had been “many instances in recent years where 
skilled, experienced, and highly qualified national legislators have been forced 
to leave their legislative service in order to make a living for themselves and 
their dependents.” 

“This is not in the interest of the national welfare,” the committee commented. 

The report asserted that Federal judges are facing the same income problems 
that plagues Members of Congress: Their salaries have remained static while 
the cost of living has risen 92 percent since 1939. 

“The result has been (1) to cause financial hardship to many Federal judges, 
and (2) to make it difficult to get first-rate lawyers to accept appointment to the 
Federal bench,” the report said. 























[Boone (lowa) News-Republican, September 8, 1953] 


RAISES FOR JUDGES 


Some people’s reaction to proposed raises for judges is bound to be: “What? 
Twenty-five thousand dollars a year for a judge? That is simply ridiculous, 
There must be plenty of good men willing to work for half of that.” 

The Senate is considering a bill, supported by the American Bar Association, 
which would raise the salary for Federal judges from $15,000 to $25,000. The 
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court would get $40,000 instead of $25,000. His 
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associates would receive $35,000. Judges of lower Federal courts would have 
their salaries raised from the present $15,000 and $17,500 to $25,000 and $27,000. 

To many the present salary scale for judges seems adequate. But witnesses at 
Senate Judiciary Committee hearings on the new bill told of Federal judges who 
had to write magazine articles or teach in night law schools to supplement their 
incomes and support their families. This means that such judges cannot devote 
their entire attention to the task of interpreting our laws and performing their 
important judicial functions. 

No branch of our Government is more important than our courts. The decisions 
made in our courts are the safeguards of our liberty. We need the most able 
and experienced men in the country as judges. Yet we cannot hope to attract 
the most able when jobs in industry or private law practice carry a much higher 
financial award. 

It is natural that taxpayers should want to save money and the salaries of 
judges may seem like an obvious place to begin. Yet failure to raise the scale 
for our judges may have a bad effect on our courts. In a sense a man who sits 
as a judge is rewarded with the knowledge that his work is one of the highest 
forms of public service. But his fellow citizens have no right to expect that he 
will sacrifice his own financial security and that of his family in addition. 

(Same editorial in Frankfort, Ky., State Journal, Aug. 27; Caldwell, idaho, 
News-Tribune, Aug. 31; Sault Ste. Marie, Mich., News and Farm Journal, Aug. 28; 
Gardner, Mass., News, Aug. 26; Alpena, Mich., News, Aug. 31; Benton Harbor, 
Mich., News Palladium, Sept. 3; Columbus, Miss., Commercial Dispatch, Aug. 27; 
Natchez, Miss., Democrat, Sept. 10.) 


[Montgomery (Ala.) Advertiser, August 23, 1953] 
WASHINGTON Merry-Go-RouNp 
(By Drew Pearson) 
HIGHER CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 


Congressmen wince when you mention it, but one of the most important moves 
the last Congress made was a step toward raising the salaries of judges and 
Congressmen. 

The bill enacted is only a first step, provides only for a commission to study 
the proposed pay hike. Also, House leaders carefully avoided a record vote in 
order not to put their more jittery colleagues on the spot. 

Several Congressmen, however, had the spunk to stand up and be counted 
during floor debate, including GOP leader Charles Halleck, of Indiana; Demo- 
cratic leader Sam Rayburn, of Texas, GOP Congressman Louis Graham, of Penn- 
sylvania; and Democrats Holifield, of California; Walter, of Pennsylvania; and 
Matthews, of Florida. 

“The burden of being a Congressman is so heavy,” contended Matthews, of 
Florida, “that soon only those of wealth will seek this high office. Surely men 
of modest income, whose only vocation is service to the people, should have an 
opportunity to render that service.” 

Nore.—Though most of the debate pertained to Congressmen, United States 
judges, to whom the bill would also apply, are among the relatively lowest paid 
in the world. 

(Same column in Decatur (Ala.) Daily, Aug. 283; Muncie (Ind.) Star, Aug. 23; 
Port Huron, (Mich.) Times Herald, Aug. 23.) 


~~ 


[Seranton (Pa.) Tribune, September 16, 1953] 
Bar HERE O. K.'s Boosts ror SoLoNs, JUDGES 


Salary increases for Congressmen and Federal judges are favored by directors 
of the Lackawanna County Bar Association. 

The bar’s sentiments were expressed in a resolution adopted by the directors 
recently. The resolution supported a bill pending in Congress which would 
raise pay of Congressmen and Federal judges from $15,000 to $25,000 a year. 

Copies of the resolution have been forwarded to Senators Edward Martin 
and James H. Duff and Congressman Joseph L. Carrigg. 
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{[Lynehburg (Va.) Daily Advance, October 26, 1955] 


THE JUDICIARY 


On October 18 the Lynchburg Bar Association passed a resolution which 
this newspaper strongly approves. The key paragraph of the resolution follows : 

“Now, therefore, be it resolved that the Lynchburg Bar Association of Lynch 
burg, Va., in a duly called meeting the 18th day of October 1953, hereby recom- 
mends to the aforesaid Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries 
that the annual salary of each judge of the United States courts and Member of 
Congress be increased by $10,000 and that the annual salary of the Chief Justice 
be increased $14,500, at the least, and that the Attorney General of the United 
States be authorized and empowered to fix the salaries of United States attorneys 
at not less than $12,000 nor more than $20,000.” 

This resolution was an outgrowth of concern by members of the bar for the 
low salary scale of the Federal judiciary and the Members of the Congress and 
the United States attorneys in the face of the increased cost of living and in 
view of the fact that in most categories of employment, at all levels, increased 
compensation has far outstripped the compensation of these public servants. 

The situation is one in which increasingly it is difficult for able and experi 
enced men to serve on the Federal bench and in other public offices unless they 
have other sources of income. Such a situation inevitably means a lowering 
of quality in such offices. 

The financial situation of these pubiic servants was dramatized in the news, 
following the death of Chief Justice Vinson, that Chief Justice Vinson left a net 
estate of $1,163. 

Fred Vinson’s career was well-known to the public. He had served as city 
attorney of his hometown in Kentucky; as Commonwealth's attorney for the 32d 
district in Kentucky; as a Member of the Congress from 1924 through 1938; as 
a Federal judge from 1938 through 1943; followed by service as Director of 
Stabilization, Federal Loan Administrator and head of War Mobilization, then 
as Secretary of the Treasury and finally, from 1946 until his death, as Chief 
Justice of the United States. 

Vinson lived simply. Yet a good estate possessed in 1928, modest in terms of 
wealth, was steadily diminished by his Government service until after his funeral! 
his estate was actually in debt. 

It is too much to ask of our abler citizens that they serve their country at 
such sacrifice. To continue to demand service with such inadequate compensation 
is to attract the less competent, the less devoted and to witness, in offives where 
it is permitted, a diversion of time and energy and talent to other means for 
augmenting income. 

The Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries, referred to in the 
resolution of the Lynchburg Bar Association, was created by the 83d Congress 
on July 24, 1953, for the purpose of determining what is appropriate and just 
in compensation for judges of the Federal bench and Members of the Congress. 
Legislation will be on the calendar for January to act upon the recommendations 
of the Commission. Citizens who are aware of the circumstances as here pre- 
sented and who wish to see high standards maintained in our Federal courts 
and in the Congress as well, will be performing the duties of responsible citizen 
ship if they urge our representatives in the Congress to act favorably and ef 
fectively upon the recommendations in the Lynchburg Bar Association resolu 
tion or a reasonable and just approximation of those recommendations. 






[The Minneapolis (Minn.) Star, November 25, 1953] 


JupGEs’ Pay 













‘ 


Appointment of Alan C. McIntosh of Luverne, editor and publisher of the 
Rock County Star-Herald, to the Federal Commission To Investigate Judicial 
and Congressional Salaries will emphasize in Minnesota and the upper Midwest 
the necessity of revamping Federal salary schedules, that is if we are to retain 
able persons in the national public life. 

President Eisenhower has observed that with taxes what they are it is be- 
coming increasingly difficult to get the best men to enter and remain in Govern- 
ment service unless they have private means. Mr. Eisenhower added that Gov- 
ernment salaries should be raised so that the ablest men—rich or poor—could 
enter and stay in public life. 
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The American Bar Association agrees with this point of view, particularly 
in regard to Federal judges. It is proposed that their salaries be raised $10,000 
4 vear—from $25,000 to $35,000 for Supreme Court Justices and from $15,000 
through $17,500 to $25,000 and $27,500 for most judges in the lower courts. 

Earlier this year the American Bar Association Journal had this to say about 
the judicial salary crisis: 

“It is self-evident that quality of justice dealt out by our courts depends 
uitimately upon the character and ability of the men who serve as judges * * * 
low Salaries paid to our Federal judges (and to most State judges) are endan- 
vering the kind of justice that our courts dispense—able judges are resigning 
because they cannot afford to live on the judicial stipend ; the best qualified law- 
vers sometimes refuse to accept appointment to the bench.” 

Back in 1949 the Hoover Commission recommended salary increases for the 
executive, legislative, and judicial branches of the Government. Executive 
raises have gone through and are now in effect. It is only sound economy for 
the Government now to pay enough money to get and retain able men on the 
Federal bench. 


[The Roanoke (Va.) Times, October 5, 1953] 
THEY SHoutpD HAveE ADEQUATE Pay 


Lack of adequate pay has long been recognized as a principal factor in dis- 
couraging competent men from seeking public office. More adequate compensa- 

ion for Members of Congress and the Federal judiciary is overdue. President 
Kisenhower observed not long ago that, in view of heavy income taxes, it is 
becoming more and more difficult to persuade the best qualified people to enter 
Government service unless they have independent means. 

That is not the way it ought to be, but it is a politically touchy matter, par- 
ticularly with reference to Congressmen. The lawmakers are afraid it would 
not sit well with the folks back home if they vote to increase their own salaries. 
No they are tempted to use more devious methods, as when last June the House 
voted to permit Congressmen to deduct their Washington living expenses from 
uxable income. The Senate Judiciary Committee went about it in a more 
sensible way by proposing a $10,000 increase for Members of Congress, making 

ie salary and expense allowance $25,000. We think the House made a bad 
inistake. Candor in voting for a salary increase would have been much better 
than creating the impression that Congressmen were trying to find a way to 
dodge taxes 

The Virginia State Bar Association and bars of several other States have 
joined in efforts of the American Bar Association to increase compensation of 
underpaid Federal officials. They supported the Senate bill (which failed to 
puss) that would have increased congressional salaries by $10,000 a year, raised 
the pay of judges of United States courts, and allowed higher pay, fixed at the 
discretion of the Attorney General, for United States attorneys and their assist- 
aunts. At the same time the bill would have prohibited United Staes atorneys 
and assisant attorneys from engaging in the private practice of law. 

The Senate bill would have increased the pay of the Chief Justice of the United 
States from $25,500 to $40,000, and of Associate Justices of the Supreme Court 
from $25,000 to $35,000. Specific increases of $10,000 would have been provided 
for other members of the judiciary, as for example, $27,500 for circuit judges 
and $25,000 for district judges. The Attorney General would have been author- 
zed to fix the pay of United States attorneys at not less than $12,000 nor more 
than $20,000 and of assistant and special assistant attorneys at not less than 
$12,000 nor more than $15,000. 

The bar estimated a Member of Congress with no other income would have 
left of his 1953 salary after Federal taxes, but before State taxes, $13.288. The 
cost-of-living index rose 92 percent from 1939 to November 1952, meaning that 
the Congressman’s $13,288 balance before payment of State income taxes would 
have a purchasing power of $6,902 in 1939 dollars. 

Hardships are felt to an even greater extent by Federal judges without com- 
parable deductible expenses. The result, the bar points out, is that it is difficult 
to get first-rate lawyers to accept appointments to the Federal bench. Unless 
salaries are raised substantially, Federal judges, bar leaders remind us, must 
in the main be selected from lawyers who are independently wealthy, or who have 
been so unsuccessful in private practice that they cannot earn the equivalent 
of a Federal judge’s present salary. 
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We believe that salaries ought to be attractive enough to draw persons of 
superior abilities into the public service. If pay is inadequate, the quality of 
government will deteriorate. Those who serve the public should not have to 
accept office at personal sacrifice. 

At least a good approach to the whole matter has been provided by the crea- 
tion of a commission at the last session of Congress to study congressional and 
judicial salaries. This step has the virtue of putting the case on a plane where 
it will be politically embarrassing to neither judges nor Congressmen. Mem- 
bership of the Commission will include no present or former Member of 
Congress or judge. It is estimated that the congressional and judicial salary 
increases proposed in the defeated Senate bill would haye cost the Government 
$5,878,000 after deduction of Federal income taxes. This is a fraction of 1 
percent of the total Federal budget, a small cost, after all, for maintaining high 
standards of ability among those who serve us in government. 





[The Roanoke (Va.) Times, October 14, 1953] 
CHAMBER BAcKS Move To INCREASE PAy OF FEDERAL JUDGES, CONGRESSMEN 


The Roanoke Chamber of Commerce announced yesterday it has backed a 
move to increase the pay of the Chief Justice and of Congressmen and Federal 
judges by as much as $10,000 a year. 

A special Washington committee studying pay hikes was urged by the chamber 
board of directors to recommend the boosts set forth in a recent Senate bill. 

The bill, which was defeated, called for these increases : 

A $14,500 increase for the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court. His present 
salary is $25,500. 

A flat $10,000 increase for all Senators and Representatives and abolition of 
their tax-free expenses allotment. Their present pay is $12,500 a year with 
$2,500 for expenses. 

A $12,000 to $20,000 scale for district judges. The amount to individual 
judges would be set by the Attorney General. 

The salary increases—recommended editorially by the Roanoke Times on 
October 5—would cost the Federal Government an additional $5,878,000 a year. 

They were specified in Senate bill 1663. After it was defeated, the Senate 
authorized the creation of a Commission to study pay proposals in Senate bill 
2417. 

In its resolution, the chamber directors urged the Commission to “give serious 
consideration to recommending the salary increases specified” in the Senate bill. 

The board also directed that a copy of the resolution be mailed to Senator 
Harry F. Byrd and Senator A. Willis Robertson and to Representative Richard 
H. Poff. 

New impetus for capitol pay raises came recently when it was disclosed that 
the late Chief Justice Fred M. Vinson died almost broke. 

The chamber resolution also urged the commission to recommend to Congress 
that “adequate increases in such salaries be made to attract those best qualified 
to accept these high offices.” 


en 


{Bristol (Va.) Herald Courier, October 11, 1953] 
Our opinion 
We’p LIKE To GIvE “EMPLOYEES” A RAISE 


Here in Bristol, we have a man whose job requires him to spend about half 
his time in Washington. And, because of the peculiar circumstances of his 
work, he must maintain a residence here and in the Nation’s Capital. His work 
also necessitates frequent trips back and forth, via train, plane, or car, whichever 
is most convenient at the moment. 

Because of the nature of his work, he must deal constantly with the public, on 
business, civic, social, and political planes. During the time he is not in Wash- 
ington, he travels extensively in an effort to gather information pertaining to his 
job and to make report after report to his employers. 

Another odd facet of his work is that he is required at regular intervals to 
expend a considerable amount of money just to insure himself the privilege of 
remaining in his chosen field. It is, at best, a dubious privilege, for he is con- 
stantly criticized by his employers and more often than not finds the stockholders 
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of his firm openly split on the question of whether to retain his services. Yet, 
he continues to do his job—a trying task under the most adverse circumstances. 

Oddly enough, this gentleman can, with others in the same profession, fix his 
own salary. However, he presently makes only $15,000 a year, plus nominal 
expenses. In terms of 1939 income, that amount, after taxes, leaves him with a 
purchasing power of only $6,902. And, if he and his fellow workers presume to 
increase their salaries, they become subject to discharge. 

Now, when you realize the high cost which the nature of his work demands, you 
might be prone to remark: “He’s crazy. Why doesn’t he get another job?” 

Frankly, we don’t know why Congressman William C. Wampler of the Virginia 
Ninth District and all the other Representatives, Senators, and Federal judges 
of the Nation don’t do just that. We only know they continue to serve, year after 
vear, expending their energy and their talents for a mere pittance of actual value. 

Not so long ago, the House of Representatives adopted a bill which allowed full 
deductions in income tax of living expenses in Washington—an action which had 
the effect of raising their salaries. That bit of legislation died—as it should— 
in the Senate. It was not that Americans did not want their representatives to 
have an adequate salary; they just didn’t think such a raise should come in the 
form of an income-tax deduction at a time when the rest of the Nation was suf- 
fering under the burden of high taxation. 

When the 2d session of the 83d Congress convenes, a special Commission on 
Judicial and Congressional Salaries, composed of persons who are not now and 
never have been Members of Congress or the Federal judiciary, will report to a 
study it has made, giving recommendations for increases in salaries. The Com- 
inission was set up by a joint resolution after a Senate bill, raising salaries, failed 
to pass the House. 

In that Senate bill, covering the salaries of Members of Congress, Federal 
judges, and United States attorneys, the following changes were listed: 

A $10,000 increase in the annual salary of each Member of Congress, bringing 
those salaries to $25,000; a $14,500 increase for the Chief Justice of the United 
States—from $25,000 to $40,000; and $10,000 increases for Associate Justices of 
the Supreme Court from $25,000 to $35,000: cireuit judges, from $17,500 to 
$27,500; district judges, from $15,000 to $25,000; Court of Claims judges, from 
$17,500 to $27,500; Customs and Patent Appeals judges, from $17,500 to $27,500; 
Customs Court judges, from $15,000 to $25,000; Tax Court judges, from $15,000 
to $25,000; military appeals court judges, from $17,500 to $27,500. 

At first glance, those increases seem excessively large, but a recapitulation 
of the expenses of serving in public office makes it clear they are not unwar- 
ranted. And it is well to point out that any increase which the 83d Congress 
votes cannot become effective for that particular Congress but will hold true only 
for those sessions which follow. 

In the past—and at all times, for that matter—Congress has been politically 
reluctant to vote the salary increases needed by Members in order to live reason- 
ably and pay for the “extra” items—such as two places of residence—which the 
average citizen does not have. 

The special Commission should serve to dispel the political atmosphere sur- 
rounding congressional and judicial salaries. We can feel certain, too, that the 
Commission, in its report, will be fair to the men who have entered public service 
at a time when it is more demanding than at any period in history. 

Here in the United States during the past 10 years, we have seen strike after 
strike called by men who were faced with small paychecks and rising costs of 
iving. Congress has never struck, nor will it ever resort to such action. 
Ilowever, the men who serve in the halls of Congress and in the halls of justice 
deserve a chance to live in keeping with their position in our society. 

By our own actions, we have elevated them to a status in life which calls for 
hard work, hard thinking, exceptional talents, social obligations, political en- 
durance—and money. Our “employees” in Congress provide all but the latter. 
We hope they will, in the next session, vote a salary increase without fear of 
repercussion on the home front, firm in the knowledge that their “bosses” desire, 
at long last, to give them a raise. 





[Danville (Va.) Register, September 25, 1953] 


THe Poor CHIEF JUSTICE 


Far too many citizens sem to think the honor of holding high office is compen- 
sation enough. It well may be for some: seekers of exalted positions but not 
for men and women of the caliber which makes the offices seek them. 
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The death of Fred Vinson, Chief Justice of the United States, brings out 
forcefully the plight of able, honest men who are chosen for public service. 

The Chief Justice, according to petitions filed by his son on Wednesday when 
he was named administrator for his late father’s estate, died with assets of 
$7,163 and debts of $6,000. 

After a lifetime of public service by a man widely regarded, and justly re- 
garded, as a brilliant and dedicated lawmaker, administrator and jurist, Fred 
M. Vinson died at the age of 63 years with a net estate of only $1,163. 

The sum was not enough to bury him in the style which the Chief Justice 
of the United States deserved. His plain mahogany coffin, the services in Wash- 
ington and the transportation of the family to his native heath in Kentucky left 
the estate in debt. 

A proud, rich Nation which gives generously to the people and governments 
abroad has been so parsimonious in Compensating its chief legislature and ju 
dicial servants at home that the man who held with distinction the highest of 
all judicial posts and, in that position, served as principal guardian of the 
rights of every citizen against legal abuse, is reduced to penury. 

Ilred Vinson was not a profligate spendor. On the contrary, he lived as simply 
as possible both by personal choice and by necessity. He was frugal. As a 
young lawyer in Kentucky, he had earned a good living and had accumulated 
some property. Then he was elected to public office. He served his home town 
of Louisa as city attorney, 1913-14; his State as commonwealth’s attorney for the 
32d district, 1921-24: his Nation as Congressman from 1924-38; as a Federal 
judge, 1988-48; as Director of Stabilization, Federal Loan Administrator and 
War Mobilization, 1948-45: Secretary of the Treasury 1945-46; and Chief Jus- 
tice of the United States, 1946-538. 

From all these services to the people and Government, Fred M. Vinson was 
paid a salary which permitted a frugal man to save nothing and forced him to 
spend his dwindling reserves from income earned years before. 

No wonder Fred Vinson tore his name from an early will. There was nothing 
to bequeath. The provisions of his 1928 will could not be carried out because 
the sums he then possessed long ago had been spent to maintain himself and 
family and educate two sons while serving the Nation in positions of great 
responsibility. 

It is all very well to say that an honest public official dies a poor man. By that 
test, although it was not needed, Fred Vinson was an honest man. 

The experience of the man who was Chief Justice of the United States is no 
recommendation to others who have the qualities most needed for public service 
The degree of self-sacrifice made by Mr. Vinson should not be forced, as it 
presently is forced, upon all our Congressmen, all our judges and many executive 
administrators. 

Something should be done to end the disgraceful situation now prevailing | 
where only the wealthy can accept a call to high public service and where such : 
service imposes a heavy drain upon the resources of public officers. 

An effort to correct the situation was made in the last Congress in Senate 
bill 1663, which proposed salary increases for Congressional and judicial officers 
to enable them to break even on their expenses of public service. Since it was 
i Salary measure, it did not pass. Instead, S. 2417 was enacted. This act 
provided for a Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries. It is to 
report to the next session of Congress. 

No increase in pay for Members of the Congress and for the Federal judiciary 
likely will be made unless the people, especially the bar associations at local, 
State and national levels, make it their business to see that those who serve 
them in high office are paid at least a living wage. The American Bar Associa- 
tion already is at work and they need allies from every walk of life, every 
segment of the population. Otherwise, simple justice cannot prevail. 

The story of the poor Chief Justice—-the man whose talents and character were 
worth millions to his countrymen, but who died worth only $1,168—should spur 
every honest citizen to action, so that other Vinsons in service and who should 
be called to service, need not be forced to choose poverty as the price of national 
service. 





{Waterloo (Iowa) Courier, October 13, 1955] 
Pay OF FEDERAL JUDGES 


Considerable astonishment was expressed in some circles when Chief Justice 
Fred Vinson died leaving an estate of $1,100, a small amount of real estate in 
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Kentucky and West Virginia, and some insurance. It seemed that a man who 
had spent a distinguished career in public life should have left a larger estate 
than that. 

The size of an estate, of course, is no measure of whether a man is or is not 
ell paid. Some people are unable to save no matter how well they are paid. 
Vinson, for example, had been receiving $25,500 a year as Chief Justice since 
1946 and, while that is perhaps not a princely salary for the head of the Nation’s 
ighest Court, families with far less income are able to leave a considerable 

tate. Today’s high income taxes are naturally burdensome to men with high 
Government salaries but there is good reason to demand that Government officials 
eceive no exemption. 

It is true, however, that Federal judges generally receive less pay than they 

uld easily obtain in private employment. And the present Supreme Court 
pay scale does not even compare with the level in some State courts. The chief 
udge of the New York Court of Appeals receives $38,000 a year. Earl Warren, 
he new Chief Justice, will receive $500 a year more than as Governor of 
California, but he will not get the $12,000-a-year expense account, the 20-room 
wiunsion, the cars and servants he enjoyed as governor. He will, in fact, 
exchange the better remuneration he received as governor for the lifetime 
security of the Court. 

Perhaps the prestige attached to service on the Supreme Court is sufficient to 
attract good men as long as the salary provides living expenses. But there are 
uany instances of men refusing lower Federal court appointments or resigning 
rom such positions because the salary is not commensurate with what they can 
earn in private employment. A Federal judge receiving $15,000 a year may 
reside over cases involving estates valued at $100 million. The Federal courts 
ttract able jurists today primarily because of the lifetime security involved. 

In any case, the pay scales of Federal judges are relatively low compared to 
their responsibilities and the talent that they ought to possess. Congress should 
consider the desirability of adjustments. 


{Morganton (N. C.) News-Herald. December 10, 1953] 
THE BURKE BaR SPEAKS OUT IN A GooD CAUSE 


The Burke County Bar Association is on solid ground in its advocacy of in- 
creased salaries for Members of Congress and the Federal judiciary. 

Resolutions similar to the one passed by the lawyers in this county are being 
approved, we understand, by bar associations all over the country, presumably 
is a means of focusing public attention on a need which, unfortunately, cannot 
«© raised for discussion by those whom it would affect directly. 

Whether the Congress will be emboldened by the concerted action of the 
Nation’s lawyers to authorize the salary increases remains to be seen, but we 
epe the stand will place the matter in its proper light before the public. 

The voting public is a strange creature. It expects its Representatives in 
Congress to wisely spend millions and billions of dollars but will look askant 

any Congressman who might suggest that his remuneration is inadequate 
und needs raising. It expect its Federal judges to be lawyers of the highest 
liber but is perfectly willing for their salary to remain at a fraction of what 
they could earn in private practice or to be so inadequate that only a lawyer 

ho has accumulated wealth from a successful. practice can afford a position 
the bench. 

Somebody needs to see to it that the occupants of these important posts in 
ie legislative and judiciak branches of our Government have a friend in the 
urt of public opinion who will raise the question of adequate salaries. Rising 
iving costs have had the effect of reducing the buying power of their already 
low income. They can’t “go to the boss for a raise” as the average workingman 
can, and they can’t strike for higher wages. 

Yet their offices should command salaries sufficient to maintain a standard 
of living commensurate with their station. It is not intended that anyone 
should “get rich” in the service of their Government, but Congressmen and 
udges should be expected to be as untouchable to the pinch of personal financial 
stringency as they are to the sinister influences which would pervert them from 
the unhampered performance of their duties. 

To us it’s not only a question of simple justice but good business as well. 
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We're glad the Burke County Bar Association has “taken the case.” Com- 
posed of vigorous members of both parties, the body is in position to emphasize 
the nonpartisan nature of the request. And while they are at it, should they 
not advocate something like a continuing commission of a nonpolitical nature 
to keep an eye out and make recommendations for periodic adjustments in salary 
levels to meet changing conditions for Members of Congress who can fix the 
pay of everybody else but hesitate to touch their own? 


{Lexington (N. C.) Dispatch, December 8, 1955] 
BrETTER Pusiic SERVICE Pay 


Most citizens will recall what a struggle it was to put over in North Carolina 
a constitutional change that would permit members of the legislature to be paid 
enough to approximately care for their legitimate expense during a legislative 
term, provided the legislature can get through with its necessary business 
within the prescribed limits of a regular term. Too many people had the idea 
that going to the legislature is a sort of distinction that the member should 
be willing to bear largely out of pocket. Fortunately, the time came when a 
majority of our citizens took a more reasonable attitude and finally passed an 
amendment to raise the pay. 

Congressmen have the legal right to fix their own pay, and Congress can raise 
the salaries of its Members at will. But the politics of it usually frightens a 
majority of our lawmakers, who fear that if they vote justifiable raises they will 
draw primary opponents who will campaign on the issue. 

The matter has been batted around in recent years while expenses of Mem- 
bers of Congress have run ahead of the salaries provided. In order to try and 
allay the political dangers, Congress finally passed a resolution providing for 
appointment of a Commission of 18 to make recommendations on salaries of 
Members of Congress and Federal judges, who also are on low pay compared to 
the time and ability expected and required from a holder of this high office. 
No Member of Congress, former Member, judge, or former judge may serve on the 
Commission. 

The Lexington Bar Association has passed a resolution heartily recommending 
that the salaries of all Members of Congress and Federal judges be increased by 
$10,000 a vear. It is presumed that bar associations all over the country are 
taking similar action. All Federal judges are lawyers and most Members of 
Congress come from the profession. Hence the lawyers of the Nation under- 
stand that men of legal ability who go to Congress or serve on the Federal 
bench as a rule could earn more clear money in private practice. And certainly 
they feel that these offices should attract the interest of citizens capable of 
earning more than the present pay, a great proportion of which is eaten up in 
necessary expenses not provided by available public funds. 

It is observed that such great independent newspapers as the Washington 
Post and the Louisville Courier-Journal have been vigorously supporting the 
proposed increases, 

It is appropriate to add here that Congress should also increase the pay for 
Federal district attorneys. The compensation here seemed adequate, but At- 
torney General Brownell has laid down a hard-and-fast rule that district attor- 
neys can have no connection whatsoever with the private practice of law. 





{Los Angeles (Calif.) Times, December 19, 1953] 
PAY OF JUDGES AND LAWMAKERS 


The question of pay increases for Federal judges and Members of Congress is 
being considered by a special Commission, which the 83d Congress set up last 
August to look into the matter of whether or not they should get a raise. Nobody 
who is or ever has been a Congressman or Federai judge can be a member, and 
the Commission is made up of representatives of agriculture, labor, and business 
and professional groups in equal number. 
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OPINIONS SOUGHT 


This Commission has taken the unusual and perhaps unprecedented step of 
inviting expressions of opinion on the subject, not only from witnesses appear- 
ing before it but from citizens and taxpayers who, as individuals or spokesmen 
for groups, may wish to write the Commission on Judicial and Congressional 
Salaries, 101 Indiana Avenue NW., Washington 25, D. C. 

Testifying before the Commission this week, Attorney General Brownell pro- 
posed that the salaries of Federal judges be raised by $10,000 and those of Sen- 
ators and Representatives to $25,000 a year. This is presumed to represent 
the Eisenhower administration’s viewpoint. 

Federal district judges now receive $15,000 annually, circuit judges $17.500, 
Associate Justices of the United States Supreme Court. $25,000, and the Chief 
Justice of the United States $25,500. They must pay Federal taxes like the 
rest of us, so that the blanket $10,000 increase, if granted, would represent a 
take-home net increase of about $5,000 for Chief Justice Warren and his asso- 
ciates. 


FINANCIAL SACRIFICE 


It cannot be argued that the integrity of a judge is measured by his salary, 
but it is obvious that many lawyers make far larger sums in private practice and 
that to maintain the high quality of the Federal bench too great a financial 
sacrifice should not be demanded. The judiciary is the branch of Government 
on which our rights and liberties finally depend, yet its cost amounts to only 
one-thirtieth of 1 percent of the Federal budget. The proposed raise, which 
Brownell argued would give Federal judges only slightly less relative purchas- 
ing power than in 1939, would cost the Nation an additional $2,500,000 net. It 
would seem to be money wisely spent. 

A compelling case can be made for increasing the pay of Congressmen, also, 
though some complicating factors arise. They are currently paid $12,500 an- 
nual salary plus $2.500 expense funds. 


INTERRUPTING PROFESSION 


As a Member of Congress, by definition, represents his home State or district 
in Washington, he faces the necessity of maintaining two residences. It may 
also be observed that permanence in the Congress is the exception rather than 
the rule, and election to public office involves the risk of interrupting a remun- 
erative business or profession and after a few years having to pick up the 
pieces of a private carrer. High-caliber men often are discouraged from seek- 
ing elective office for this reason, though we doubt that the amount of the 
official stipend makes an henest man crooked or vice versa. 
Some Congressmen, of course, have private incomes to supplement their 
salaries, or try to earn some by speechmaking or other activities outside ‘their 
official duties, but the men who make our laws should not be required to do this, 
nor to consider necessity before propriety. Whether the full amount of $25,000 
is justified is debatable, but the thoughtful citizen will acknowledge that the 
pressures of inflation and taxation affect his Congressmen as well as himself. 
However, as they undoubtedly anticipated in creating a special commission 
to judge the merits of a salary increase rather than deciding it themselves, Con- 
gressmen who vote themselves a raise will be subject to terrific pressure from 
all classes of Government employees to do the same for them. The Civil Service 
Commission, a Defense Department board and several congressional committees 
are currently studying the pay scales of Federal civil servants and members 


of the Armed Forces, and their findings will probably come before the next ses- 
sion of Congress. 


[New York (N. Y.) Times, December 17, 1953] 
BETTER PAY FOR CONGRESS 


Hearings in Washington this week on the present inadequate pay of Federal 
judges and Members of Congress will, we hope, pave the way for a substantial 
increase in their salaries early in the next session. 

Because Congressmen are notoriously coy about raising their own pay, they 
evolved a procedure to accomplish this end without laying themselves open to 
the imagined political liabilities of doing so. A special commission has been set 
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up to report on the problem by January 15. Congress will then, according to 
directions it has given itself, adopt a salary scale not lower than the existing one 
nor higher than that recommended by the commission . 

This newspaper has repeatedly pointed out—and we are certainly not alone 
in the belief—that the present remuneration of $15,000 for Members of Congress 
is far too low. When one thinks of the enormous responsibilities of the national 
legislators, the long hours of work that most of them devote to their job, and the 
necessity in most cases of maintaining two residences, an annual salary of 
$25,000 is anything but excessive. Higher pay in itself will of course not insure a 
better quality of man, but what it can do is help prevent good men from leaving 
their public posts for private employment, 

It can also make unnecessary the sometimes distasteful practice, followed by 
many Members of Congress, now, of conducting private businesses or professions 
on the side. There was a day when being a Member of Congress could really be 
eonsidered a half-time job; but that day is long since past. Federal judges, too, 
at the district level receive only $15,000 a year, are also underpaid. It is only 
the public that loses when a first-class judge quits the bench to earn twice his 
Government salary in private practice. 

We hope the Commission proposes an increase in salaries to bring them more 
or less in line with present-day conditions; and we hope that Congress will have 
the gumption to put such salaries into effect. While it is doing so, it also ought to 
provide a lifetime annuity to former Presidents of the United States. This is the 
perfect time to do so without partisanship, while two ex-Presidents, one Demo- 
cratic and one Republican, are still very much alive. 


[Rocky Mount (N. C.) Evening Telegram, December 10, 1953] 


CONGRESSIONAL AND JUDICIAL. SALARY RATSe LONG OVERDUE 


This newspaper is very interested in the attention which is belatedly being 
given to the very real need for increasing judicial and congressional salaries. 

A Senate resolution of the last session provided for a unique approach to the 
old problem of how underpaid public servants’ salaries may be increased to meet 
the rising cost of living without subjecting Congressmen to thoughtless political 
charges of salary grabbing. The resolution calls for the establishment of a 
Commission of 18 members to be appointed by the executive, congressional, and 
judicial branches of the Federal Government. Its members, some of whom 
bave already been selected, represent leaders from labor, agriculture, business, 
and the professions. Although no present or former Congressman or judge may 
serve on the Commission, their advice may be sought. The Commission will 
study current salary levels and recommend what it thinks new salary levels 
should be. The new salaries will not become effective until confirmed by con- 
gressional appropriation and at levels established by Congress anywhere between 
present salaries and those recommended. 

The simple truth of the matter is that Congressmen and Federal judges are 
greatly underpaid. Senators and Representatives now receive an annual salary 
of $12,500 plus a $2,500 expense allowance subject to income taxes. Since 1939 
the cost-of-living index has gone up 92 percent which means that Members of 
Congress today have an actual purchasing power in 1939 dollars of between 
$6,000 and $7,000. Considering the many expenses incident to the performance 
of their duties, this is woefully inadequate pay for our national legislative 
leaders. 

While Federal judicial salaries are a little higher than congressional salaries, 
they are also very inadequate. Federal District Judge John C. Knox of..New 
York has stated that today with deduetiens-his net salary is about $6,200 which 
is less than it was 25 years ago when he first went on the bench. Over the 
vears, Judge Knox has taught in college and written books and articles to supple- 
ment his income in order to provide for his family. He says “I have never owned 
an automobile * * We take no winter vacations and live as quietly and unob- 
trusively as possible * * *.” Judge Knox’ situation is duplicated in the lives 
of many. other Federal judges. Indeed the meager $1,000 estate left to his 
widow by the late Supreme Court Chief Justice Fred Vinson is tragic proof of 
the need for higher pay for our Federal judges. Moreover, something is obvi- 
ously out of joint when many State judges receive higher salaries than United 
States Supreme Court judges, 
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Raising salaries of Congressmen and judges is more of a wise investment 
than an additional expenditure. The dividends wccruing from the attraction and 
retention of able men will be immeasurably more valuable than the cost repre 
sented in the small percentage of Federal expenditures involved. The Nation 
needs and is entitled to command the best men available for its top legislative 
and judicial posts. Obviously the reward of public service must be sufficient 
to enable good men to provide adequately for their families. Moreover, it is 
well known that the effect of low salaries is to attract to Government second-, 
third- and fourth-raters who increase their salaries in key positions by corrupt 
practices, by selling influence and by making deals at the expense of good 
government, 

The Commission’s approach in dealing with low Government salaries may 
seem awkward, but it provides an independent survey which relieves Congress- 
men of the indelicacy of fixing their own salaries. The Commission report should 
merit public support which will encourage the House to go along with the Senate 
on this matter. This newspaper is wholeheartedly behind this move to improve 
the legislative and judicial branches by attracting better men through more 
adequate pay. 


[Wilmington (N. C.) Morning Star, December 8, 1953] 
FEDERAL JUDICIARY DESERVES BETTER PAY 


The agel@8S*axiom that one usually gets what he pays for is as applicable 
to Members of Congress and the Federal judiciary as it is to private employment. 

Realizing this. as well as being aware that present salary scales were fixed 
by laws passed in 1946, the last session of Congress decided to take a step forward 
for fairer pay for these men in public service. The problem contained political 
embarrassment for the lawmakers, who didn’t wish to be put in the light of fixing 
their own salaries. Neither does the judiciary care to make recommendations 
as to what its member should be paid. 

So, Congress placed the question in independent hands. The result was 
passage of a bill providing an 18-member Commission on Judicial and Con- 
gressional Salaries. Six of these members have been appointed by the Presi- 
dent, 6 by the Chief Justice of the United States, 3 by the President of. the 
Senate and 3 by the Speaker of the House. None is a present or former Con- 
gressman or judge. 

The Star presumes that the body has or is preparing to take up its task of 
recommending what the salaries of the Vice President, Speaker of the House, 
Congressmen, and judges should be. The new seales would not become effective, 
however, until confirmed by appropriations. In making the appropriations, 
Congress could fix the rates between the present level and these prescribed by 
the Commission. 

In going about its job, the Commission will seek the counsel of legislators and 
judges. It also'will be interested in general public opinion. And on that point 
it probably will find that most citizens who have considered the question are in 
favor of higher salaries for numerous reasons. 

Not the least of those is that inflation has reduced the value of the dollar and 
increased the cost of living. Many good men, in Congress and on the bench, are 
finding it difficult to make ends meet and maintain their families properly. 
Some have been forced into extra activities, such as writing and lecturing, which 
aff ct their responsibilities to their positions. 

But think of the future, especially as to the judiciary. 

The people want the most capable men possible on the Supreme Court, the 
circuit and district courts. Yet, the gentlemen usually best qualified are earn- 
ing annual incomes several times larger than those offered by this publie service. 
lor them to accept appointment means financial sacrifice which too many of them 
do not care to make. The result is that the bench can suffer. This damage will 
increase, rather than diminish, unless its salary scales are brought nearer those 
of top members of the legal profession. 

The Commission probably will recognize these and other situations encourag- 
ing higher salaries. When it does, its recommendations to Congress should be 
accompanied by public support for enactment of salary increases justified by the 
economic times and the desire for continuation of able men in the legislative 
and judicial branches of the Government. 
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[U. S. News & World Report] 


ARE JUDGES, CONGRESSMEN UNDERPAID*? 
BUYING POWER DOWN, MANY ABLE MEN REFUSE JOBS 


Pay of judges is scaring good men away from the bench. Any lawyer worth his 
salt can live better from private practice. 

Judges, with only one pay raise since 1926, have less buying power than they 
had in 19389. It’s hard to make ends meet. 

Factory workers, by comparison, have done better. Most have had 7 rounds 
of wage increases in the last 7 years. 

It now is developing that Federal judges are the forgotten men in Govern- 
ment. The men who mete out justice in the Nation’s courts figure that they are 
worse off, so far as money is concerned, than they were 15 years ago. They are 
trying to get Congress to do something about it. 

A big expense fund helps to carry the load for the President. Special pay and 
allowances go to the Vice President and the Speaker of the House. Members of 
Congress get certain tax allowances to take care of some of their living expenses. 
Federal workers have an adjusted pay scale. But the black robes of the judiciary 
are wearing thin. Federal judges have been overlooked. 

Proposals are threading their way through congressional committees to remedy 
this situation. They are aimed at giving raises to Members of Congress and 
United States district attorneys as well as judges. All of these figure that their 
living costs are getting out of hand. 

For Federal judges, the situation is reaching a point at which qualified men 
are shying away from seats on the bench, even though those places are for life. 
Qualified lawyers can make much more money working for private clients than 
in presiding over Federal courts. They balk at making the sacrifice. 

One Member of Congress, rejecting the idea that he accept a Federal judgeship, 
explains the situation this way: 

“T draw $15,000 a year as a House Member. A part of this pay is exempted 
from income taxes because I have to maintain homes both in Washington and 
back in my home district. This trims down my taxes a little. 

“In addition, I average from $15,000 to $25,000 of income each year from my 
law partnership. This I am permitted to keep as a Member of Congress. 

“If I went on the Federal bench, I would have to give up my connection with 
any private law firm. This would cut my income in half to begin with. I would 
lose such tax consideration as I get for living expenses. I would get just the 
$15,000 a year that is paid to district judges and would have to pay the full tax 
on this.”’ 

Not all Members of Congress are so fortunate as to have as much outside in- 
come as this man. A few do have as much. But not all Members of Congress 
have a chance to go on the Federal bench. This one does have that chance. 
And these are the reasons why he is not taking an appointment. Others are 
arriving at similar conclusions. 

A topnotch lawyer in Ohio is declining to be considered for a Federal judge- 
ship. He says the job does not pay enough to support and educate his family 
at the income level to which it is accustomed. Two experienced Federal judges 
in New York are resigning at the peak of their efficiency for the same reason. 
They are going back into private practice. Other judges are reported to be 
looking around ready to make the same leap. 

One Federal judge, now 71, who has been on the bench 35 years, says he has 
managed to save only $6,200 in that period. Quite a few judges spend their 
spare time teaching law in night schools. Some of them write books and maga- 
zine articles in their spare time to stretch out their salaries. 
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Pay of Congressmen 


BUYING POWER, AFTER 
TAXES, IN 1939 DOLLARS 


SALARY 


1939 10,000 


now 15,000 


proposep 725,000 
DP 
*including special tax deduction for 
cost of keeping a home in Washington. 


Basic data: Senate Judiciary Committee 


Pay of Supreme Court Justices 
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Thus, President Eisenhower is having trouble finding the kind of men he wants 
for the Federal judiciary. Respected lawyers can make 2 or 3 times as much in 
private practice as they would get on the bench. They are shying away from 
appointments. This is tending to limit the President’s choice either to rich 
lawyers, who do not need the money, or to inept ones, Who can make more on the 
bench than they could in private practice. 

These are not'the kinds of men the President is looking for. He wants judges 
who can look impartially upon the thousands of questions that crowd the dockets 
of the Federal courts. And they must be men of insight. 

The toughest and the richest criminals in the land pass through these courts. 
So do revenue cases involving millions of dollars, antitrust cases against big 
corporations. There are question about religion, communism, education, social 
welfare, labor relations, all sorts of other things. The courts deal with big 
issues, big fortunes, big criminals. The President wants big men as judges. 

In the light of present conditions, these men are not available. Lawyers who 
have been making $45,000 or $50,000 a year have adjusted themselves to that 
income level. They have big insurance policies to carry. They are buying and 
maintaining expensive homes. Their children are in expensive schools. They 
move in a country-club circle. 

If they go on the Federal bench, they must entirely rearrange their lives and 
change the lives of their families. They often must drop to a pay level of only 
a third or half of what they now are getting. They have to drop all connection 
with private law practice. They may not have outside clients. The interests 
of these clients might come into conflict with the business on the dockets of 
their courts. 

What has happened is that the Federal judiciary has fallen behind in the 
race with the cost of living. High taxes, rising prices, new standards of living 
have wiped out the edge the judges once held. 

Back at the turn of the century, a Federal judge could hold a place of prestige 
in the community with a salary of $5,000. Over the next 25 years, changes in the 
ways of living, rising costs, and an automobile age made it necessary to double 
hispay. This was done in 1926. 

Since 1926, the demands upon the dollar have doubled again. There has been 
another war and all sorts of economic changes. Income taxes, which were no 
worry in 1926, now are heavy. Living standards, an age of gadgetry, rising costs 
have caught the judges in an economic squeeze. The pressures upon them have 
doubled. Their salaries have gone up by only one-half, or less. 

Pending proposals are aimed at straightening out these inequalities. They 
would give a flat raise of $10,000 a year to Members of Congress, to district and 
circuit-court judges. This would bring Senators, Representatives, and district 
judges to $25,000, circuit judges to $27,500. The Chief Justice of the United 
States would be raised to $40,000, from $25,500, to put his pay on the same level 
with the Vice President and the Speaker of the House. Associate Justices of 
the Supreme Court would be raised from $25,000 to $35,000. 

The last pay raise Federal judges received was in 1946. It was designed to 
take care of cost rises in the war years and was a flat $5,000 boost for all Federal 
judges, across the board. 

Since then, costs have gone on spiraling. Most union workers have had a pay 
raise each year since 1946, justifying it on the basis of rising costs. But the 
judges have stood still. 

In the light of changing conditions, judges picture their salaries as having 
been drastically weakened during the war years. In spite of their one pay raise, 
they see themselves as having a great deal less purchasing power than they had 
in 1939. This is reflected in the charts on pages 18 and 19. 

District judges can show that a third of their 1939 purchasing power has been 
eaten away by rising costs, despite their 1946 raise in pay. Almost haif of the 
prewar buying power of circuit judges is gone. More than half of that of Su- 
preme Court Justices has vanished. 

Members of Congress are in somewhat the same plight. Inflation has eaten up 
the raises they got in 1946. But, in addition to the tax allowance for living ex- 
penses, there are mileage grants for travel. And there is no ban against their 
retaining partnerships in law firms or running outside businesses. Many of 
them do this. 

For the Federal judges, most outside sources of relief are closed. That is why 
they are pressing for attention. They are tired of being forgotten. 
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[U. S. News & World Report, October 16, 1953] 
Wuy HieH OFFIcIALS Die Poor 
LOW SALARIES—HIGH LIVING EXPENSES 


Honor is undiminished but the pay is slipping, comparatively. That describes 
Earl Warren’s new job as Chief Justice. 

Since 1946, executive officials have been leaving the Federal judiciary and 
Congress far behind, in pay and “extras.” 

Judges and Congressmen feel it’s their turn now. They ask higher pay, pen- 
sions for widows. Many judges have quit—for a better living. 

When Earl Warren gave up the No. 1 job in the State of California to take 
the No. 2 job in the United States Government, he accepted a cut in living 
standards. 

As Governor, Mr. Warren got pay plus perquisites that permitted him to 
live in a style that he cannot support as Chief Justice of the United States. 

In effect, the new Chief Justice gave up a job of limited tenure and attractive 
pay for a job of life tenure and great power at a less attractive reward in 
worldly things. 

Chief Justice Warren has spent 34 years in public service, raising a family of 
6 children. As the culmination of that career he has taken a job paying $25,500 
a year with retirement available at full pay after the age of 69. In doing that 
he has passed up the chance to pile up much of an estate to leave his family, 
if the experience of other high officials is any guide. 

Mr. Warren’s predecessor, Chief Justice Fred M. Vinson, spent 34 years in 
public life. When he died last month he left a net estate of $1,100 in Wash- 
ington, plus a small amount of real estate in Kentucky and West Virginia, and 
some insurance. 

When Mr. Vinson died, all his pension rights ended. Mrs. Vinson as his widow 
was left without any pension from the Government. Had Mr. Vinson been an 
ordinary worker, instead of the Chief Justice, when he died, Mrs. Vinson probably 
would have a social security pension of around $40 a month for life. 

Senator Charles W. Tobey died last July. His career spanned 38 years and 
included positions as State Governor, United States Representative and United 
States Senator. He left an estate’ of $20,000. His widow gets no Government 
pension as a result of his long years of service in top public jobs. She would 
have an annuity of more than $100 a month, had Mr. Tobey been a minor Federal 
civil servant for a lifetime. 

These are only the most recent examples of a situation that has raised the 
question of whether Government is niggardly in providing for certain of its top 
officials. Judges and Congressmen, particularly, feel they are the forgotten 
men of Government when it comes to pay, and security for their survivors. 


























What Earl Warren got as Governor What Earl Warren gets as Chief 
of California Justice of United States 
| 
PNG sil eackeeecncnhe | $25,000 a year, less Federal and State | $25,500 a year, less Federal and State 
income taxes. income taxes. 
Expense account - - $12,000 a year _. .-....---- itelaiap i ikaeae aes 
CO ee ee Re ee ...| None, 
Car se oon iat Seas ee 2 Cadillac limousines ae ia aoe None. 
Servants_.__-...--....-.| Cook, housekeeper, gardener__........| None. 
GE se ninnansscaeennae Personal secretary, 40 to 50 office | 2 secretaries, 3 law clerks. 
workers. 
BIOS. dn acces cceces 2-engine National Guard transport._..| None. 


They haven’t had a salary raise since 1946. There is no pension system for the 
widows of judges. Congressmen’s widows can qualify for an annuity only if the 
Congressman dies after he has retired from office; for those whose husbands die 
in office, there is only a lump-sum payment dependent upon the sum paid into 
a pension fund. 

Most of the 315 Federal judges now on the bench get $15,000 a year. Judges of 
the three highest-ranking United States courts get $17,500, and Associate Justices 
of the Supreme Court get $25,000. Senators and Representatives are paid $15,000 
a year. 

Their salaries have been standing still, while the cost of living has soared, 
taxes have gone up and the incomes of other officials have been raised. Federal 
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civil servants have had five pay increases, in addition to the usual promotions 
for individuals, since judges and Congressmen got a raise. 

The case of the new Chief Justice now is drawing attention to the way 
things have changed, financially, for the Federal judiciary. 

The President of the United States is paid $150,000 a year plus many “extras,” 
after recent adjustments. His money income from the Government thus is six 
times as much as the Chief Justice’s. Back in 1946, the President got three 
times as much as the Chief Justice. 

The Vice President and the Speaker of the House were raised, in 1949, to 
$30,000 a year plus $10,000 in expenses. In recent years, both offices have been 
given the services of Government limousines and chauffeurs. Yet the Chief 
Justice, who outranks both of these officials as the head of a separate branch 
of the Government, gets one-third less money and no limousine. 

Prior to 1946, all Supreme Court Justices got higher pay than the Vice 
President and the Speaker. 

A number of other Federal officials, far below the Chief Justice in power and 
prestige, also have gradually accumulated cars and chauffeurs, cooks and air- 
planes, as well as salary increases, in recent years. After raises, the judges 
of the court of general sessions in New York County, a criminal trial court, get 
$2,500 a year more than the Chief Justice of the United States. The chief 
judge of the Court of Appeals of New York receives $38,000 a year. 

The lack of income-supplementing “extras” for the Chief Justice is especially 
noticeable in the case of Mr. Warren, as shown by the chart on page 38. 

As Governor of California, Mr. Warren got a total of $37,000 a year in salary 
and expense allowance, a 20-room mansion, the use of two Cadillacs, a twin- 
engine airplane for official trips, the aid of a big staff. 

As Chief Justice, Mr. Warren gets $25,500 salary, or 31 percent less money 
than he received as Governor. He will have to rent his own house or apartment, 
ride taxis or provide his own car, pay for any entertaining out of his own 
pocket, pay traveling expenses out of the maximum allowance of $16 a day that 
the law allows for official trips. 

His biggest saving will arise from the fact that he no longer has the expense 
of running for office every 2 years. 

Rising complaints about judicial and legislative salaries were put on the 
record before Congress last April. Former judges joined other prominent 
lawyers in warning the Senate Judiciary Committee that the caliber of the 
Federal bench is threatened by resignations of experienced judges and refusals 
of able men to take judgeships—mostly because the pay is low, responsibilities 
are great, and there is no security for a judge’s family when he dies. 

Said one former judge, a member of the United States Tax Court for 4 years: 

“T resigned after 4 years for one very simple reason: I had a family to feed, 
three children to educate, insurance to carry, and with taxes and increased 
cost of living I simply could not do it. I am now on the American Bar Associa- 
tion’s committee on taxation. There are seven members, every one a former 
member of the Tax Court * * * every one of them resigned for exactly the 
same reason I did.” 

A former United States district judge, who was appointed in 1944 and resigned 
in 1952, told the committee that: 

“During my time on the bench I handled, for instance, a railroad reorganiza- 
tion involving property of over $100 million. I handled a tax case that resulted 
in recovery of some $7 million. That gives you an idea of the magnitude of 
the position * * * My household expenses ran to about $700 a month. By the 
time I got through I had abosolutely no way of getting any security for my 
wife.” 

A prominent lawyer described the situation this way: 

“T would like to refer to just one instance of a Federal judge out in our area 
whom I know has been offered four positions ranging in compensation from 
$30,000 to $50,000 per year. This man wants to be a Federal judge * * * He has 
had to borrow on all his life insurance in order to educate his two children * * * 
We have some widows out in our area who offer rather sad testimony to what 
the ability and capacity of a Federal judge has been on his salary. We have 
one in Oklahoma who is now taking in roomers in order to maintain herself.” 

A raise for judges may be forthcoming during the next session of Congress. 
A special Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries is being set up, 
though only one-third of its members have been appointed so far. 
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This Commission probably will endorse a proposal, already in the form of 
suggested legislation, giving the Chief Justice $40,000 a year, Associate Justices 
$35,000, United States district judges $25,000, Members of Congress $25,000. 

The men who make the laws, and those who interpret them, generally 
agree that some such raise, with provisions for pensions for widows, is needed 
to bring their salary scale up to date. 


These Days—George Sokolsky 
Our FEDERAL JUDGES DESERVE MucH More THAN THuey RECEIVE 


Ours is a profligate Government which pours money into futilities all over the 
world, but when it comes to those of our own officials whose very office requires 
dignity of manner, we become absurdly stingy. I refer to Public Law 222, which 
covers the traveling expense of Federal Justices and judges, including the breth- 
ren of the Supreme Court, even the Chief Justice of the United States. 

The grant for maintenance expense actually incurred is $15 a day. I travel 
widely and constantly and cannot do it on $15 a day, unless I stay at a flophouse 
or a tenth-rate hotel. The lowest rate for hotel rooms that I have found in large 
cities is $6 a day; a really respectable room, in which it is possible to receive 
a guest without sitting on a bed, in the same cities, runs between $10 and $12. 
I have not inquired whether special rates are made for Government officials. 
Certainly little remains for food, pressing clothes after traveling, tips, telephone 
calls and other incidentals. 

It is amusing that the same Congress enacted a law creating a Commission 
to study judicial salaries, and gives to the members of this Commission $25 per 
day in lieu of subsistence. Why does it cost a member of this Commission more 
for expenses than the Chief Justice of the United States or even a circuit 
judge? 

It has become a practice to shift Federal judges from their home bases to 
other cities, often quite distant, to hear cases. Such a judge may be required to 
be away from home for a long stretch and should, if he so desires, have the ad- 
vantage of the comfort of his wife. He should not be cooped up in a small room 
in a lonely hotel to read briefs under the most unsatisfactory environmental con- 
ditions. His position and services warrant not only a social dignity but satis- 
factory physical conditions. He should be able to meet men similarly well placed 
on a basis of equality. 

It cannot be done on $15 a day, nor does the salary-scale of judges warrant 
expenditures out of their own pockets. Under the present penurious practices, 
judges must either be chosen from among those who have inherited wealth, or 
who, having accumulated savings in private practice, seek high honors, or among 
lawyers who are always in debt, borrowing to maintain a position but never 
being able to repay. The tiny estate of Chief Justice Fred Vinson was surely 
not an incentive to a young lawyer who hopes to make a career of the judiciary. 

The Commission investigating the subject is required to study,.among others, 
the following: 

“The compensation or income currently earned by persons of comparable quali- 
fications in labor, business, the professions, or other private pursuits: 

“The sacrifices involved in the acceptance of appointment to the Federal judi- 
ciary or of membership in the Congress, including in the case of members of the 
Federal judiciary the interruption of private practice at the time when it is most 
remunerative, and the necessity for divorcing oneself from outside activities 
which are productive of income. * * * 

“The interruptions to normal family life, resulting in the case of many 
members of the Federal judiciary from the necessity of holding court at points 
remote from their residences * * *,” 

In connection with compensation of persons of comparable qualifications, the 
Commission might look into the expense accounts of businessmen and labor 
leaders. They are sometimes more valuable than salaries. 

No officials of our Government are more important than our judges, particu- 
larly those of the Federal courts. Upon them truly depend our “life, liberty and 
pursuit of happiness.” It used to be that while criticism of municipal and State 
judges was not unusual, the Federal judiciary was regarded as sacrosanct. That 
is not true today. Certainly since 1936, many men have been appointed to the 
Federal bench who do not belong there, either by training or temperament. 
Even some of the brethren of the Supreme Court have come in for criticism, 













SALARIES OF JUSTICES, JUDGES, AND MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 201 






the appointments being shockingly political for such a high office. Only the most 
competent and character-proved men in America should sit on the Supreme 
Court of the United States. 

Our judges should be adequately paid; their expense accounts should be in 
consonance with their positions. If there is no money available for that, why 
not apply to point 4 for aid? 

(Column appearing in these 55 newspapers: Rochester, Minn., Post-Bulletin, 
Dec. 17; Galesburg, Ill., Register-Mail, Dec. 16; Montgomery, Ala., Journal, Dec. 
16; Dubuque, Iowa, Telegraph-Herald, Dee. 16; Traverse City, Mich., Record- 
Eagle, Dec. 16; Olney, Ill, Mail, Dee. 17; Enid, Okla., Eagle, Dec. 16; Grand 
Haven, Mich., Tribune, Dec. 16; Columbia, S. C., Record, Dec. 16; Ravenna-Kent, 
Ohio, Record and Courier Tribune; Tyler, Tex., Courier Times, Dec. 16; Odessa, 
Tex., American, Dec. 16; Poplar Bluff, Mo., American-Republic; South Bend, 
Ind., Tribune, Dec. 16; La Fayette, Ind., Journal and Courier, Dee. 16; Ironton, 
Ohio, Tribune, Dec. 17; Manistee, Mich., News-Advocate, Dec. 16; Houston, Tex., 
Chronicle, Dec. 16; Bemidji, Minn., Pioneer, Dec. 16; Cincinnati, Ohio, Times 
Star, Dee. 16; Pittsburgh, Pa., Sun Telegraph, Dec, 16; Lexington, Ky., Leader, 
Dec. 16; Charleston, S. C., News and Courier; Gallipolis, Ohio, Tribune, Dee. 17; 
Zanesville, Ohio, Times-Recorder, Dee. 17; Portsmouth, Ohio, Times, Dec. 17; 
Benton Harbor, Mich., News-Palladium, Dee, 16; Monroe, La., World, Dee. 16; 
Alexandria, La., Town Talk, Dec. 16; Florence, 8S. C., News, Dec. 16; Kingston, 
N. ©., Free Press, Dec. 16; Fayettville, N. C., Observer, Dec. 16; Washington C, H., 
Ohio, Record-Herald, Dec. 17; Tucson, Ariz., Citizen, Dec. 16; Dallas, Tex., News, 
Dee. 18; San Angelo, Tex., Standard-Times, Dec. 16; Wichita Falls, Tex., Record 
News, Dec. 16; Crookston, Minn., Times, Dec. 15; New Ulm, Minn., Journal, Dec. 
15; Winona, Miun., Republican Herald, Dec. 16; Fort Wayne, Ind., News Sentinel, 
Dec. 17; Jacksonville, N. C., News and Views; Baton Rouge, La., State Times, 
Dec. 16; Abilene, Tex., Reporter-News (morning), Dec. 16; Mansfield, Ohio, News 
Journal, Dee. 17; Sheffield, Ala., Tri-Cities Daily, Dec. 17; Tulsa, Okla., World, 
Dec, 17; Florence, Ala., Times, Dec. 17; Muncie, Ind., Star, Dec. 17; Fremont, 
Ohio, News Messenger, Dec. 16; Logansport, Ind., Press, Dee. 17: Cheboygan, 
Mich., Tribune, Dec. 16; Milwaukee, Wis., Sentinel, Dec. 16: Ludington, Mich., 
News, Dee. 16; Big Springs, Tex., Herald, Dee. 16, 1953.) 



























[Shelby (N. C.) Star, December 19, 1953] 


FEDERAL RAISES DESERVED 











The story told by Chief Judge Bolitha J. Laws, of the United States District 
Court in Washington, is being repeated by men in publi¢e office throughout the 
Nation. 

Judge Laws, speaking to an 18-member Commission set up by Congress to 
make salary recommendations to Congress by January 15, clearly outlined the 
financial plight of the public official and unveiled one of the most important 
reasons some of the Nation’s best minds stay strictly out of Government. 

Judge Laws, now 62, told the committee that his present salary, when de- 
ductions are removed is $1,000 less than it was when he was 29 years old and 
practicing law. During the past 15 years he has had to spend $40,000 more 
than he earned. 

The judge was fortunate to have saved enough to tide him over the rigors 
of ruling over the public bench. Many others are not. The salary offered judges 
at present is $15,000 a year. While that figure is considerably more than the 
national average, it is woefully short of the requirements of office. It is not 
enough to attract all of the best qualified men onto the Federal bench or into 
Government and it places Federal administrators in the strenuous position of 
having to seek outside income. 

Committee members investigating the salary situation are naturally reluctant 
to raise Federal pay since it amounts to recommending a raise for themselves. 
Yet they are in the best position to judge the need. 

Judge Laws pointed out that his son had to earn part of his way through col- 
lege with the aid of a sandwich concession. While that is no indictment by any 
stretch of the imagination, the fact remains that top legal minds are hesitant 
to enter a career that does not afford them an opportunity to educate their 
children. 

Another judge on the west coast plans to resign after the arrival of his third 
child. After living expenses are deducted from his salary, there remains only 
$825 for doctor bills, upkeep, and entertainment, the west coast judge reports. 
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Even Representative Clare Hoffman, of Michigan, who opposes the salary 
increases, admits that he must spend an outside income of $1,500 a year to main- 
tain a reasonable standard of living. 

While it is not the purpose of public office to furnish luxurious living to its 
holders, it is nevertheless only logical that the public official be given sufficient 
salary to meet the demands of his duties. 





[Tulsa (Okla.) World, December 14, 1953] 
SALARIES OF THE JUDICIARY 


Are Federal judges the forgotten men in Government? 

Now before the United States Senate is a bill, supported by the American 
Bar Association and other similar groups, which would raise the salaries of 
Federal district judges from $15,000 to $25,000. Proportionate increases are 
suggested for United States circuit court judges and Justices of the United States 
Supreme Court. 

To many, the present salary scale for judges seems adequate but witnesses at 
the Senate Judiciary Committee hearings tell a different story. In many in- 
stances judges have been forced to add to their income by writing or teaching. 
In one instance, the committee was told, the widow of a recent Federal judge 
is now taking in roomers to maintain herself. When Chief Justice Fred Vinson 
died in September he left an estate of $1,100. His widow has no pension from 
the Government. 

Back at the turn of the century, a Federal judge could hold a place of prestige 
in his community with his salary of $5,000. Over the next 25 years changes in 
the way of living, rising costs, and an automobile age made it necessary to 
double his pay. Their salaries have been standing still since 1946 but the in- 
comes of other Federal officials have been raised. United States civil servants 
have had five pay increases, in addition to the usual promotions for individuals, 
since then. 

In 1939, United States district judges’ annual salary of $10,000 meant a buy- 
ing power (after taxes) of $9,628. Currently their buying power is $6,199. The 
proposed $25,000 pay would raise their buying power to $9,493 a year. 

The total net cost of the preposed increases would only be $2,240,000 a year, 
or a decimal point of 1 percent of the aggregate cost of the Government. 

Unless salaries are raised future selections for the Federal bench will be lim- 
ited chiefly to independently wealthy lawyers or those so unsuccessful in pri- 
vate practice they could not earn even as much as judges are paid now. 

There certainly should be no political reluctance about approving these 
salary raises. The judges need it and are entitled to it. 

Federal judges must look impartially on every question. They must have 
legal insight. The litigation before them ranges from criminal cases to civil 
suits involving millions of dollars; issues involving money, communism, religion, 
education, social welfare, labor relations, etc., all appear before their court 
calendars. 

Justice is the constant desire and every effort to render every man his due— 
and nowhere is it better exemplified than in our Federal courts. The judges are 
learned, reverent, and advised. Above all things, integrity is their portion. To 
preserve this independence and impartiality we must retain these men of high 
ealiber. Their salaries should reflect the very important posts they hold. 





[Durham (N. C.) Herald, December 20, 1953] 
JUDGE’S Pay 


The other day Federal Judge Bolitha J. Laws told a Federal Commission, 
considering salaries for the Federal judiciary and the Congress, what it’s like 
for a man in a judge’s position to live on the salary provided a Federal judge. 

Judge Laws says he made a modest nest egg during the 25 years he practiced 
law. But since his appointment to the bench in 1938 he’s had to spend it at the 
rate of $2,700 per year. During the period of his service as a judge he figures 
he’s had to spend $44,000 more than he earned from the Government. And 
he’s more fortunate than some of the other Federal judges, he said. 
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Since the salaries of the judiciary were set at their present levels the cost of 
living has sharply increased, as have taxes. Judge Laws figures that his take- 
home pay as a Federal judge is $1,000 less than it was when he was 29 years 
old and in private practice. 

An effort was made in the Ist session of the 83d Congress to raise the salaries 
of the Federal judiciary by $10,000 per year and the salaries of Congressmen by 
the same amount. The Commission was set up to study these salaries and to 
make recommendations to the 2d session of the 83d. 

These salaries should be raised. We should not expect public servants to 
serve at-a financial sacrifice. 


[Ashland (Ky.) Independent, December 17, 1953] 
ADEQUATE COMPENSATION 


As this is written, a 3-day public hearing is being held in Washington by the 
Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries. The purpose of this hear- 
ing is to ascertain public opinion on the question of what should be done, if 
anything, to provide adequate salaries for the Justices and judges of the courts 
of the United States, and for the Vice President, the Speaker of the House, and 
the Members of Congress. 

This Commission was created by an act of Congress approved last August. 
Its membership is divided equally among representatives of labor, business, 
the professions, and agriculture. It has been in session for some time and its 
19 members and 9 advisory members must complete the report and recom- 
mendations on or before January 15, 1954. 

For a long time, great outcry would be caused by any proposal for increase 
in the compensation paid to those officials listed above. But recently this has 
changed. Only a few days ago, for example, the American Federation of Labor 
expressed a belief that congressional and judicial salaries should be increased. 

In recent years, as the cost of living has gone up and up and salaries and 
wages have risen pretty much in proportion, it has created a situation in public 
life that is undesirable. That situation is that a man of standing and ability 
must either sacrifice greatly for himself or his family to accept public service, 
or he must have private and independent income to the point that his salary will 
be a matter of secondary importance to him. 

Public Law 220, which provided for the creation of the Commission, recognized 
that situation. It instructs the Commission to consider, “the compensation or 
income currently earned by persons of comparable qualifications in labor, busi- 
ness, the professions, or other private pursuits and the sacrifices involved in the 
acceptance of appointment to the Federal judiciary or of membership in Con- 
gress.” 

The study and report of this Commission is important. The American people, 
in great majority, do not want men of inferior abilities occupying the important 
posts mentioned. Nor do they want able men who accept them to be forced 
to make undue sacrifices to occupy them. 

One such case in the latter point was that of the late Chief Justice Fred M. 
Vinson. In fact, recognition of that outstanding case is probably in the minds 
of the Commissioners as they hold their hearings and prepare their report. 


[Washington (D. C.) Post, December 20, 1953] 
Fatr Pay ror CONGRESS 


Representative Usher L. Burdick is doubtless right in saying that higher sal- 
aries will not necessarily bring better men to Congress. It would be a tragic de- 
basement of our representative system if the salary of a Congressman itself 
became the chief incentive for seeking that office. When this has been emphat- 
ically said, however, the fact remains that the country ought to pay a fair salary 
to its lawmakers to avoid imposing hardships on them and to minimize the 
temptations that are likely to come their way. 

Congressman Burdick admitted that he has outside income. So did Represent- 
ative William A. Dawson, who had previously opposed any increase in congres- 
sional salaries. The task of the Commission on Judicial and Congressional Sal- 
aries is to recommend pay scales that will fairly compensate legislators (and 
judges) who do not practice law, run a farm, or operate a business on the side. 
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Being a Congressman today is a full-time job. Many good men have left Congress, 
and more have refused to seek election, because they could not see how they 
could balance their personal budgets on $12,500 a year plus a $2,500 expense 
allowance. 

Various witnesses have told the Commission that men in private industry hold- 
ing jobs with less responsibility than is exercised by judges and Congressmen 
usually draw from $25,000 to $50,000 a year. Aside from this, Congressmen often 
have to dip into their own resources for travel expenses, to maintain 2 residences, 
and to conduct expensive campaigns every 2 years. In these circumstances the 
$25,000 salary for Congressmen advocated by Attorney General Brownell, AFL 
President Meany, and many others does not appear to be excessive, althouch that 
is more than Congressmen Will dare to vote for themselves in an election year. 

The lag in congressional salaries is no more flagrant than that of judges’ pay. 
New York State pays its trial judges $28,000, compared to $15,000 for a Federal 
trial judge, $17,500 for judges of the courts of appeals, and $25,000 for members 
of the United States Supreme Court. It is increasingly difficult to persuade 
lawyers of the highest attainments to abandon their practice for positions carry- 
ing such inadequate rewards. For the first time the remedy for this problem is 
is being sought by a representative Commission that can weigh all the factors 
on both sides. We are confident that it will come up with a reasonable answer 
which will attract substantial public support. 


{Riverside (Calif.) Press, December 18, 1955] 
RAISING SALARIES 


The administration has now lent its official support to the move to raise con- 
gressional and judicial salaries. The President, of course, said some time ago 
that he thought Members of Congress and the Federal bench were deserving of 
better pay, but now his Attorney Geperal’s statement before a commission study- 
ing this salary subject has made the administration’s position formal. 

Congressmen have been dreaming of a salary raise for some time. Generally, 
the idea of raising the salaries of Representatives and Senators, as well as 
Federal judges, has been well received. Opposition to the proposal of boosting 
congressional pay to $25,000 a year, and raising judicial salaries by $10,000 has 
been very minor. 

We think Congress would have been entirely justified therefore in simply 
voting the new pay scale. However, always alert to political consequences, the 
Congressman thought it wise to go about getting more money in a somewhat 
devious way. A commission was set up to explore the salary matter with its 
findings to be decisive. This takes the pressure off the Congressmen. 

Be that as it may, and while we don’t especially care for the method Congress 
has chosen to get its deserved salary increase, the fact remains the inerease is 
deserved. We think that will be the decision of the study commission and that 
Conzressinen and the judges will get their raise. It’s time to bring their salaries 
up to date. And there is the hope that better salaries will, in the long run, mean 
better Congresses and better judges, 


[Jackson (Miss.) News, December 15, 1953] 
BETTER Pay For JUDGES 


Members of the Mississippi delegation in Congress, while favoring a general 
program of economy and tax reduction, view with favor the proposal to increase 
the pay of members of the Federal judiciary. They also favor a pending bill to 
provide an additional United States district judge for Mississippi. 

Hearings on the subject of pay increase will be underway in Washington this 
week, and it is expected the result will be a general increase of $10,000 per year 
for judges. The proposal, sponsored by the Aimerican Bar Association, makes 
one exception—the Chief Justice of the United States. For him, an increase of 
$14,500 is urged, 

To many persons an annual pay rise of $10,000 may seem great; and it is. 
But it is warranted for the judiciary because its salaries have been allowed to 
lag so far behind the general rise in incomes and in living costs. 
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The Chief Justice, for example, gets $25,500, and his associates receive $25,000. 
Like other judicial salaries, these are now subject to taxation. The increase 
also would be taxable. Chief Justice Warren’s take-home pay really would be 
raised orly $6,864. For other Federal judges the net increase would be about 
S5.000, 

Even Supreme Court salaries are small compared with the fees of the lawyers 
who appear before this tribunal. The disparity is even greater in the case of 
district judges, who now receive a salary of $15,000, on which they must pay 
taxes of at least $3,204. Yet these men decide cases affecting large corporations, 
utilities, and railroad systems. More importantly, they are the guardians of 
every man’s basic rights. 

A number of the States pay their judges considerably more than the Federal 
scale. For example, trial judges in New York get $28,000; in New Jersey and 
Pennsylvania, they get $20,000. Salaries on the higher tribunais of these States, 
of course, are proportionately greater. Our pay scale in Mississippi is much 
too low and should be increased by the legisiature. 

It is not to be thought for a moment that the integrity of a judge is to be 
measured by his income, that his honesty or even his competence is dependent 
on a dollar sign. Most judges enjoy their duties. Like other people, they are 
willing to make sacrifices for the education of their children, and to hold their 
own style of living within simple bounds. Yet some of them must depend on 
outside activities—such as writing or teaching evening law classes—to supple- 
ment their incomes and to make modest provisions for old age. 

The practical effect of this is more and more difficulty in finding lawyers of 
high competence willing to serve on the bench. The Federal judiciary actually 
has lost several distinguished members by resignation in recent years. Con- 
sidering family responsibilities, they could not “afford” to remain on the bench. 

The judiciary is 1 of the 3 coequal branches of the Federal Government, yet 
its total cost accounts for only one-thirtieth of 1 percent of the latest budget. 
As a matter of fact, the proposed salary increases would cost the United States 
only $2,500,000 a year, net. 

Again, it is not so much a question of money but of assurance that our Courts 
shall be presided over by able men, and that these not be asked to make an 
undue sacrifice of income. 


[Albion (Mich.) Recorder, December 16, 1953] 
PusBLIc PAY IN THIS ERA 


The question of what pay should be received by Federal officials in this era 
of high taxes and inflation is again a matter of debate. 

For any public official, especially a Congressman or Senator, to consider rais- 
ing his pay is looked upon as close to political suicide. That viewpoint has again 
been discussed during the past 24 hours, as a governmental Commission began 
hearings on salaries. Yet we wonder if that’s really so. 

The time was when $5,000 was considered a rather good salary for a top 
State official here in Michigan. Congressmen at the same time were believed 
able to live rather well on $7,500. But that day is gone Now many factory 
men receive from $5,000 to $7,000 for little more than a 40-hour week. The sala- 
ries of professional people have been pushed steadily upward, although in many 
cases they are still inadequate. 

The congressional salary has been pushed from $10,000 to $12,500, plus $2,500 
in personal expense money in recent years. Yet it looms inadequate, when 20 
to 25 percent of it is reclaimed by the Government through income taxation. 
At the same time, we insist that our Congressmen keep their personal fingers 
entirely out of office expense money, although many of them do employ their 
wives, or other family members on their staffs. Some of these relatives do an 
honest day’s work regularly. Others are largely “spongers.”’ Some Congress- 
men have been hauled into court for dodging the rules. 

Looking at the judges, salaries of $15,000 for such officials at the Federal level 
are not overly liberal, considering what they could make in private practice. 

So, considering the overall situation, Congress created a special Commission 
to study the salary level. It frankly wants wide citizen participation in con- 
sideration of the problem. In fact, as an editor, we were asked by this Com- 
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mission in a letter received the other day to make sure that the readers of this 
newspaper know where to send their views on the subject. This looks like an 
honest effort to consider both the pros and cons of the situation and necessary 
in an era when we've put so many “floors” beneath the pay of various groups 
that we have a great degree of rather permanent inflation, compared with pre- 
World War II levels. 

In this connection, there is one factor that those of us who “stay put’ in one 
spot overlook. It is the matter of travel costs. Few of us would like to try 
to maintain homes in 2 cities—Washington and a home district city—on $12,5 
per year. Ask any traveling man what his expenses are and we believe a more 
realistic picture of the situation that confronts Congressmen and traveling 
judges will be secured. 

Incidentally, if you have any positive ideas on the subject, the address of the 
group now studying the problem is Commission on Judicial and Congressional 
Salaries, Home Owners Loan Corporation Building, 101 Indiana Avenue NW., 
Washington 25, D. C. Incidentally, the Commission includes 18 citizens repre- 
senting agriculture, business, the professions, and labor, plus 3 Senators. 3 
Representatives and 3 judges, listed as advisory members. 


— 
{Indianapolis (Ind.) Star, December 19, 1953] 
SALARIES OF UNITED STATES JUDGES 


A question which has generally been a difficult one, has been, What constitutes 
fair and reasonable pay for public servants? This seems to have applied especial- 
ly to our United States judges and Members of Congress. 

To appraise this problem and to make recommendations to the new Congress 
convening next month there is a Commission on Judicial and Congressional 
Salaries, appointed under direction of a measure passed by the last session. 
This is a body representative of various phases of the citizenry. 

The Commission has made a rather broad study of the subject. Now, in order 
to provide all who wish to be heard, or who have any suggestions, hearings will 
be held in Washington this week for 3 days starting tomorrow. 

The subject of judicial salaries was discussed in this column a few weeks 
ago at a time when attention was forcefully called to the need of such a study. 
It was immediately after the death of Chief Justice Fred M. Vinson and the 
appointment of Gov. Earl Warren, of California, to fill the vacancy. The 
people had been shocked to learn that Mr. Vinson who had spent most of his 
adult life in public service including the 3 branches of the Federal Govern- 
ment—legislative, judicial, and executive—had left only a quite modest estate. 
He had been a Member of Congress for years, had held the Treasury portfolio 
in the President’s Cabinet, and had occupied the highest post in the Nation’s 
judiciary, but his estate was far under what would have been expected of one 
with similar responsibilities in private life. 

Comparisons also were made of the case of Mr. Warren. Actually his salary 
and perquisites as Governor were considerably greater than his compensation 
in the Chief Justiceship. 

The Chief Justice now receives $25,500; his associates $25,000. It is proposed, 
now, to increase this by $14,500 and the other members of the Highest Court 
by $10,000. 

There also would be increases in the other levels of the national judiciary. 
These should be increased for they are definitely too low in considering the 
status of these men. It is suggested in the tentative setup to raise them an aver- 
age of $5,000 a year. 

sovernment is having its troubles holding capable men because of the low 
compensation paid them as compared with what they could receive in private 
employment. 

To compare salaries of members of the courts with what many of these men 
could make in private life would reveal a tremendous gap. Of course, there 
should not be any inference that there should be a measurement of this sort, 
but still it should be recognized that men in those positions deserve salaries of 
a level that recognizes the importance of the posts they occupy. 


Seen 
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{Hannibal (Mo.) Post, December 15, 1953] 


For VALUE RECEIVED 


In that bygone day when enterprising families could retain and pass on a 
significant portion of their earnings, men of integrity and learing were able to 
choose a life of public service in preference to seeking success in business. In- 
come and inheritance taxes have now made that impossible. And nowhere is 
the lack of these services felt more keenly than on the Federal bench. 

Supreme Court Justices receive $25,000 salaries, which are trifling compared 
with the earnings of the lawyers who argue before them. United States district 
court judges, who now receive $15,000 annually—of which more than $3,300 goes 
back to the Government in taxes-—decide cases of profound importance to our 
national life. These facts were brought home to the public dramatically when 
the late Chief Justice Vinson left an estate of about $1,000 this year after a life- 
time of Government service in some of the highest offices in the land. He had 
been paid $25,500 as Chief Justice. 

Unless we want to continue to lose distinguished members of the Federal 
judiciary to private business year after year, this situation must be remedied by 
raising the pay of Federal judges. Hearings are now going on before the 
United States Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries. Congress 
will be asked to increase the salaries of United States judges by $10,000 a year 
and boost the salary of the Chief Justice to $40,000. The total cost of the in- 
ereases would come to $2,500,000. 

Under our Constitution the function of the judiciary is equally important 
with that of Congress and the executive. Obviously money will not buy integrity. 
On the other hand we should not make it financially difficult for men of character 
to serve us. There must be other places in the Federal budget where $2,500,000 
should long ago have been cut out. 


{Philadelphia (Pa.) Daily News, December 8, 1953] 
JUDICIAL AND CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 


Hearings are to be conducted in Washington next week by the Federal 
Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries, of which Bernard G. Segal, 
chancellor of the Philadelphia Bar Association, is Chairman. The hearings will 
be aimed at obtaining facts, pro and con, on the question of increasing the pay 
of Federal judges and Members of Congress. Mr. Segal’s long legal experience 
adequately equips him for this task. 

Whether or not pay increases in these fields are in order at this time is a 
question that must be answered by Congress eventually. But it certainly is 
evident that men who are sufficiently outstanding in their professions and in 
public confidence to win appointment to the bench or election to Congress should 
be paid salaries commensurate with their ability and standing. 

Most of the Federal judges were required to relinquish lucrative law practices 
in order to accept appointment. They are willing to make the sacrifice to 
serve their country, and the Nation should be grateful to the extent of making 
certain they can maintain their independence without a struggle. Many Con- 
gressmen and Senators, too, have sacrificed their own advancement in private life 
to give their best to their country Their salaries, also, should be adequate for 
representatives of the people in the offices to which they have been elected. 

Mr. Segal’s Commission will obtain the facts and report its findings to the 
President, the Vice President as Presiding Officer of the Senate, the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives, and the Chief Justice. 


[St. Louis (Mo.) Post-Dispatch, December 10, 1953] 


BETTER PAY FOR UNITED STATES JUDGES 


Granted the desirability of cutting Federal expenses and eventually balancing 
the budget, yet there is one item on which the Government is overeconomizing. 
That is the salaries paid Federal judges. These are utterly incompatible with 
the responsibilities of the bench. 

Hearings on the subject are scheduled to get under way on December 15, and 
it is to be hoped that these will lead to a general increase of $10,000 a year. 











208 SALARIES OF JUSTICES, JUDGES, AND MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 


The proposal, sponsored by the American Bar Association, makes one ex¢ eption : 
The Chief Justice of the United States. For him, an increase of $14.500 is urged. 

To many persons an annual pay raise of $10,000 may seem great; and it is. 
But is is warranted for the judiciary because its salaries have been allowed to 
lax so far behind the general rise in incomes and in living costs. 

The Chief Justice, for example, gets $25,500, and his associates receive $25,000, 
Like other judicial salaries, these are now subject to taxation. The increase 
also would be taxable. Chief Justice Warren’s take-home pay really would be 
raised only $6,864. For other Federal judges the net increase would be about 
$5,000. 

Even Supreme Court salaries are small compared with the fees of the lawyers 
who appear before this tribunal. The disparity is even greater in the case of 
district judges, who now receive a salary of $15,000 on which they must pay 
taxes of at least $3,304. Yet these men decide cases affecting large corporations, 
utilities, and railroad systems. More importantly, they are the guardians of 
every man’s basie rights. 

A number of the States pay their judges considerably more than the Federal 
scale. For example, trial judges in New York get $28,000: in New Jersey and 
Pennsylvania, they get $20,000. Salaries on the higher tribunals of these States, 
of course, are proportionately greater. 

It is not to be thought for a moment that the integrity of a judge is to be 
measured by his income, that his honesty or even his competence is dependent 
on a dollar sign. Most judges enjoy their duties. Like other people, they are 
willing to make sacrifi-es for the education of their children, and to hold their 
own style of living within simple bounds. Yet some of them must depend on 
outside activities—such as writing or teaching evening law classes—to supple- 
ment their incomes and to make modest provisions for old age. 

The practical effect of this is more and more difficult in finding lawyers of 
high competence willing to serve on the bench. The Federal judiciary actually 
has lost several distinguished members by resignation in recent years. Con- 
sidering family responsibilities, they could not afford to remain on the bench. 

The judiciary is one of the three coequal branches of the Federal Government, 
yet its total cost accounts for only one-thirtieth of 1 percent of the latest budget. 
As a matter of fact, the proposed salary increases would cost the United States 
only $2,500,000 a year, net. 

Again, it is not so much a question of money but of assurance that our courts 
shall be presided over by able men, and that these not be asked to make an 
undue sacrifice of income. 


[St. Louis (Mo.) Globe-Democrat, July 11, 1953) 
UNpDERPAID FEpERAL BENCH 


The McCarran bill in the Senate, proposing a substantial increase in salaries 
of the Federal judiciary and Members of Congress, deserves thoughtful and 
sympathetic consideration. Both these arms of National Government are under- 
paid by current standards, and such a situation bodes no good for the future. 

The measure would boost the compensation of United States judges and Con- 
sressmen by $10,000 a year, increase the salary of the Chief Justice from $25,500 
to $40,000, and create a salary range for United States attorneys of from $12,000 
to $20,000 annually. 

Thus Federal district judges now getting $15,000 a year would receive $25,000 ; 
judges in the Federal court of appeals, Court of Customs and Court of Claims 
would get $27,500 instead of the present $17,500; Associate Justices of the 
Supreme Court would have $35,000 a year instead of $25,000. Members of the 
Senate, who now receive $12.500 salary and $2,500 expenses, would be raised to 
$25,000 a year. It is customary and proper that Congressmen be paid at least 
as much as lower members of the Federal bench. 

These seem like fat pay increments, certainly to the rank and file of citizens. 
But there are solid arguments bolstering such increases, 

Since 1939, when a district judge received $10,000 a year, living costs have 
balloonel some 92 percent. The last salary increase for the Federal judiciary 
was in 1946, when district judges were advanced to $15,000 per annum. and other 
bench members accordingly. The salary of an Associate Justice of the Supreme 
Court was raised to $25,000. The increase now asked is somewhat more than the 
92 percent rise in living costs between 1939 and now. But extraordinarily high 
Federal taxes must now be paid by members of the bench: several] decades ago 
Federal salaries were exempt. 















SALARIES OF JUSTICES, JUDGES, AND MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 209 


It is entirely possible that capable men for the Federal bench can continue 
to be recruited, without salary increases, because of the prestige and tenure 
attached. But the possibility grows steadily less likely. 

Jacob M. Lashly, former president of the American Bar Association, offers 
pertinent comment on this question. Mr. Lashly is chairman of an ABA commit- 
tee for this eighth circuit, working for success of the McCarran bill. If the 
present scale of salaries is continued, Mr. Lashly considers, it seems probable 
that appointments to the bench will have to be made either from among lawyers 
of independent means or from among those who have been unsuccessful in prac- 
tice. Neither alternative is desirable for the public or the bench. 

Various members of the New York and Pennsylvania judiciary receive more 
than Associate Justices of the United States Supreme Court. This is an im- 
halance without reasonable justification. The Hoover Commission advocated 
salaries for the most responsible officers of Government in some measure com- 
petitive with salaries of private industry. Federal judges and Members of 
Congress are among the most responsible officials of National Government. 


[Kansas City (Kans.) Times, 





July 1, 1953] 
For THE BEST IN GOVERNMENT 


More adequate pay as an encouragement to men of ability to enter public life 
has the strong support of the American Bar Association. Its president, Robert G. 
Storey, cites the recent statement of President Eisenhower that Government 
salaries ought to be raised to make it possible for the best qualified people to 
enter and remain in the service of the country. 

This of course is a familiar question. It is neither partisan nor political and 
action on it has been urged by Democrats and Republicans alike. Something has 
been done already. Four years ago the nonpartisan Hoover Commission recom- 
mended salary increases in all branches of the Government—executive, legisla- 
tive, and judicial. Congress did act properly on salaries in the executive depart- 
ment, including the President, members of the Cabinet and others. Now the 
legislative and judicial branches demand attention. 

A pending bill has been approved unanimously by the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee. It would increase the pay of Members of Congress and Federal judges 
by $10,000 a year and would authorize a scale of total pay ranging from $12,000 
to $20,000 a year for United States district attorneys. This would bring Con- 
cress Members to $25,000 a year and Federal judges to the same or a somewhat 
higher figure, depending on the courts they were serving. 

It is pointed out that such a program would not be inconsistent with economy 
in Government, that its cost would be only a small fraction of 1 percent of the 
total and that it should contribute to a quality of service that might result in the 
saving of billions of dollars. It awaits only the final attention of Congress. 
So far as its own pay is concerned, any increase voted by that body would become 
effective only with a new Congress. ‘ The field seems to be clear for a decision. 


[Sioux City (Iowa) Journal, July 25, 1953] 


More EFFICIENT GOVERNMENT 


There has been considerable support for legislation now pending in Congress 
to raise substantially the salaries of Members of Congress, Federal judges, and 
the Vice President. This measure would provide for a $10,000 increase in the 
annual salary of each Member of Congress, including the House and Senate, 
bringing their annual pay to $25,000. It also would provide for a $10,000 in- 
crease in the annual salary of all United States judges, except the Chief Justice 
of the Supreme Court, who would get an increase of $14,500. 

Federal judges long have needed a higher salary base. Theirs is exacting 
work and in many cases lawyers with lucrative private practices cannot afford to 
accept appointment to the Federal bench for financial reasons. 

The American Bar Association supports the idea of boosting Federal judges’ 
salaries as a move toward increasing the Court’s statute. As the bar points out: 
“The net cost to the Federal Government (after deducting Federal.income. taxes 
on the salary increases) of the $10,000 per year increases to all Senators, Repre- 
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sentatives, and Federal judges, would be approximately $5,878,000 ($3,638,000 
for congressional salary increases—$2,240,000 for judicial salary increases).” 

In the case of Congress and the courts, expenditure of that additional money 
each year in salary increases is expected, in turn, to boost the equality of Gov- 
ernment. Its supporters believe that better men would be attracted by the higher 
salaries, men who could afford to leave their law practice or their business and 
become public servants. 

This week the United States Senate passed a bill which would set up an 18- 
member Commission to fix new pay scales for these posts. The Commission 
would study comparable salaries in private business and the “sacrifices involved,” 
then report back to Congress its recommendations. If higher pay was recom- 
mended, Congress could put the new scale into effect without further legislation. 

There is no certainty, of course, that the $25,000 salaries will guarantee top- 
level men. But it should encourage more candidates to seek office in Congress 
and thus give the voters a wider choice at the ballot box. Inasmuch as Federal 
judges are appointed by the President, it will give him an opportunity to offer 
the court posts to able lawyers who, under present circumstances, would not be 
interested. 

We are aware that many Members of Congress, who now receive $15,000 
annually, could not earn that amount in private business, a fact which well could 
be used as an argument against the salary increase proposal. 

Yet of more importance is the fundamental need for obtaining the best the 
Nation offers in the way of Federal judges and legislators. In the long run the 
expenditure of the salary increases should be returned in savings within the 
Government. We must not forget that these men, particularly those in Con- 
gress, are dealing with multi-billion-dollar matters, a fact that makes mandatory 
careful selection of the membership. 

Any increase in the quality of our judges and legislators means better and 
more efficient government. Thus we believe that a study by the proposed Com- 
mission—whose members should be selected carefully— would be in the national 
interest. 





[Burlington (Iowa) Hawk-eye Gazette, June 29, 1953—Editorial } 
PAYING FOR BRAINS 


Brains always have and always will command higher wages than brawu. 

So Uncle Sam has found. Faced with all of the Truman administration’s 
scandals over 5-percenters, mink coats, refrigerators, and diamond necklaces, 
President Eisenhower set out to surround himself with Cabinet members and 
other advisers who would not be financially dependent on current governmental 
salaries as such. In other words, most of them had already made their wads 
and could afford to work for Uncle Sam for far less than they had been accus- 
tomed to in business life. 

However, this brought forth some criticism. Democrats attacked the Republi- 
cans with the cry, “Big business is running our Government. Eisenhower is 
eatering to the rich.” 

3ut it’s a well established fact that few men in key Government positions such 
as Cabinet posts, Congress or diplomatic jobs can live on their incomes unless 
they supplement such with other income or from savings. A very frugal Mem- 
ber of Congress told us once that he hadn’t been able to save a cent while in 
Congress 10 years, although he and his wife lived very frugally and seldom 
entertained guests. The scale of living, men in public have to maintain in keeping 
with protocol is outlandish, but it can’t be escaped. 

This subject was dealt with at length in the famous Hoover report which was 
prepared and submitted by the former President, Herbert Hoover, during the 
term and at the request of President Truman. Higher salaries were recom- 
mended to attract more capable men rather than mere political hacks looking for 
something better than they ever knew before. 

A bill is now in Congress providing various salary increases. Justices of the 
Supreme Court would get a $10,000-a-year boost, from $25,000 to $35,000 an- 
nually. The Chief Justice would be upped $14,500 to a total of $40,000 a year. 

Other members of the judiciary also would come in for higher salaries. Fed- 
eral judges of the circuit and district courts, the Court of Claims, customs and 
patents appeals judges, and the jurists of the military appeals court would draw 
$27,500 instead of $17,500. Customs and Tax Court judges would go from 
$15,000 to $25,000. 
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In the Justice Department, salaries of United States attorneys would not 
be less than $12,000 nor more than $20,000, except the Deputy Attorney General 
who would receive $21,000. 

Members of Congress, both Senators and Representatives, now receive $12,500, 
plus $2,500 for travel expenses, annually. Under the proposed new rates, they 
would be advanced to a gross of $25,000. 

Prior to 1939, Federal officers were exempt from State income taxes. Now 
they pay. However, a new act just adopted this year exempts them, up to $3,000 
annually, for living expenses. Even so, no Member of Congress can possibly 
approach a living expense as low as $3,000 a year. When an M. C. gets his Fed- 
eral and State income taxes paid, after living as he is forced to do, he can’t 
have much left out of the present $15,000. 

Democrats are trying to make some hay out of the proposed increases. How- 
ever, they, too, hiked salaries of Federal officers and, furthermore, jumped the 
number of people on the Federal payroll from 502,000 in 1930 to more than 2 
million 20 years later. 

Perhaps it would be wiser and far more economical to pay stiff salaries for 
fewer able men than to have a horde of low-priced hacks not really taanie 
for what has been paid in the past. 

As we said in the beginning, brains always command higher rates of pay than 
mere muscle. 


[Sioux Falls (S. Dak.) Daily Argus Leader] 
MEN IN ViTAL Posts DESERVE ADEQUATE PAY 


Despite the necessity for curtailment of national expenditures, there is need 
for passage of the proposed increase in salaries of Federal judges, district at- 
torneys, Senators, and Congressmen. The present salaries represent a penny- 
wise pound-foolish policy which could cost the public billions while saving 
thousands. 

So far as concerns Federal judges, the case for the increase is clear. After 
deduction of income tax, the proposed annual salary of $25,000 for the district 
judges is much less than the net income in private practice of the average lawyer 
capable of holding the office. If these courts are to administer justice as justice 
should be administered, it is vital that the future salaries are such as to attract 
the best, rather than only mediocre lawyers. 

The case is equally clear as to Federal district attorneys and assistants. 
The present administration has wisely concluded to require that these officials 
retire from all private practice of law, giving their undivided attention to their 
official duties. On this basis, and at existing salaries, it would be virtually im- 
possible to obtain competent lawyers for these important positions. The proposed 
salaries range from $12,000 to $20,000 annually, to be fixed by the Attorney Gen- 
eral according to the volume and importance of the work in each district. If 
anything, this is not enough, instead of too much. 


THEIR EXPENSES HEAVY 


As to Senators and Congressmen, it is unfortunate that under the Constitu- 
tion their salaries can be raised only by their own action. There is of course 
a reluctance on their part to vote to increase their own salaries, and thereby 
invite attacks which might be dangerous politically. The fact remains, how- 
ever, that sound public policy calls for an increase. The Senator or Con- 
gressman who votes for it should be commended rather than condemned. 

The present compensation is $15,000 annually, leaving on the average about 
$13,000 after income-tax deductions. The proposed salary is $25,000, or an aver- 
age of about $20,000 after income-tax deductions. Any salary is further 
diminished by heavy inroads of extra expense involved in the service. 

Usually a Senator or Congressman has to maintain one residence in Wash- 
ington and another in his own community. His reelection campaigns are costly. 
If he keeps the home contacts he should, he incurs the cost of frequent trips back 
and forth from Washington, with reimbursement for only a small part of it. 
He is expected to contribute substantially to worthy charitable and other 
causes. He cannot decently avoid entertainment of acquaintances who are 
constantly contacting him on their visits to Washington. The net result is that 
what remains of the present salary is grossly inadequate. 
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GOOD MEN NEEDED 


It is a superficial answer to say that there are always plenty of people willing 
to serve at present salaries. The true objective is not to find people willing to 
serve, but to have available and to select those who are competent to serve. The 
unfortunate fact is that at present salaries, out of those competent for the serv- 
ive, 4 out of 5 would summarily reject the proposition on the ground they could 
not afford it. 

For the next 20 years the need for the service in Congress will be greater than 
ever before in American history. The problems are so big that even tiie best 
may be inadequate. The appropriations of billions annually must be scrutinized 
by minds capable of finding cuts consistent with the national welfare. The taxa- 
tion load has to be lightened and wisely adjusted so our national economy may be 
sustained and progress made. International problems should be so solved as to 
remove the constant war threat and avert an international calamity. In the face 
of these responsibilities, it is foolhardy to pursue a policy of congressional salaries 
so low as to limit availability of the most promising material. 

An increase in congressional salaries is a sound and businesslike step to 
broaden the present range of selection and thereby not only maintain, but im- 
prove, the existing standard of service. 


[Deadwood (S. Dak.) Pioneer-Times, August 20, 1955] 


PROPOSED SALARY INCREASE FOR SOLONS MIGHT BE Best Way To ATTRACT 
COMPETENT MEN FOR FEDERAL JOBS 


Good money attracts good men. 

To insure the people of the United States the best possible representation in 
Washington and on the Federal benches, the voting citizens should demand that 
Congress increase the salaries of these elective and appointive positions. 

Because the Constitution holds that Senators and Representatives only are able 
to raise their own salaries, they are reluctant to do so. Such action often brings 
attacks upon individual Members as well as opening an avenue which could be 
exploited by their opposition during an election year. Citizens should let these 
elected representatives know that they are behind the proposed salary increase. 

At the present time, compensation for representing the home State is $15,000 
annually. This amount, after income-tax deduction, is reduced to approximately 
$13,000, which is subsequently reduced by the heavy inroads of extra expense 
involved in fulfilling good service to their constituents. 

Usually a Senator or a Representative must maintain 2 residences, 1 in Wash- 
ington and the other in his own community. He must also make many trips to 
keep the necessary home contacts and make reports to the people of his State. 
He is constantly called back and forth from Washington to his home State to 
participate in the many civic events. He is expected to contribute adequate 
donations to charitable and other causes. He, likewise, is expected to entertain 
acquaintances who are constantly contacting him on their visits to Washington. 
The result is that his remaining salary after all the necessary drains upon it is 
grossly inadequate. 

In regard to Federal judges, the case for a salary increase is basically sound. 
Even with the proposed salary of $25,000 for the district judges. it is much less 
the net income capable of the average lawyer having a private practice. If the 
courts are to continue to be an arena where justice is administered, future salaries 
must be such as to attract the best rather than only the mediocre lawyers. 

Federal district attorneys and their assistants are under the same situation. 
The present administration, however, has wisely concluded that the men in these 
positions must retire from all private practice of law and give their complete 
efforts to their official duties. With this in mind, one can easily deduce that 
it is next to impossible to obtain competent lawyers for these very important 
positions. 

The proposed salaries for the Federal judges and attorneys range from $12,000 
to $20,000 annually to be fixed by the Attorney General according to the volume 
and importance of the work in each district. 

Some will say that there are always plenty of people who are willing to serve 
at the present salaries. This cannot be an argument against the proposed salary 
increase. Finding people willing to serve is not the problem; it is to have avail- 
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able and to select those who are best able to fulfill the position. At the present 
salaries, 4 out of 5 will reject the proposition to serve the Government on the 
vrounds that they cannot afford the position. 

The tremendous spending program of the Federal Government must be up for 
scrutiny by minds which are capable of profound and thorough understanding 
Cuts must be made which are consistent with the trends in national welfare. 
Taxation must be lightened and adjusted so that national economy may continue 
on a sound basis and progress made. The complex international situations 
should be resolved away from the constant threat of war which could lead to a 
national and international calamity and peace restored. To attack these prob- 
lems of national and international scope, the best minds of the Nation must be 
enticed to assume responsibility. One way to encourage this, is to increase the 
salaries of the positions where they are needed. 


[Wausau (Wis.) Daily Record-Herald, August 26, 
JUDICIAL SALARIES 


Among the important unfinished tasks confronting the 83d Congress when it 
returns in January is that relating to salaries of the Federal judiciary and 
Members of Congress. 

In neither case are the salaries commensurate with the responsibilities in 
volved and the abilities required to do the job well. 

Let’s take the case of Federal judges by way of illustration. 

The American Bar Association has noted “an alarming increase in resigna 
tions of experienced judges from the bench” because of inadequate salaries 
That’s a serious situation. The American judicial system requires the highest 
type of judge. It has difficulty getting or keeping enough such judges under 
the conditions which now exist. It has the effect of weakening the judicial 
system. 

The prestige, tenure, and desire to serve cannot offset the loss of income 
entailed through sacrifice of lucrative private practice. 

The salaries of Federal judges, ranging from $15,000 for Federal district 
judges to $25,000 for Associate Justice of the Supreme Court, probably look 
pretty good to the average person. It should be noted, however, that while 
the incomes of most people have kept pace with or exceeded the rapid rise 
in the cost of living, the incomes of Federal judges have been taking a beating 
ever since 1939 when their salaries were ruled subject to the Federal income 
tax. 

Despite a raise from $10,000 to 815.000 for district judges and increases for 
other judges accordingly in 1946, a district judge’s salary today is worth but 
about $6,000 in terms of the purchasing power he had in 1939. 

The situation is such that various members of some State judiciaries receive 
more than Associate Justices of the United States Supreme Court. That 
serious imbalance is witheut justification. 

Legislation introduced in the Ist session of the 883d Congress (S. 1663) pro- 
posed to increase the compensation of United States judges and Congressmen 
hy $10,000 a year, boost the salary of the Chief Justice to $40,000 and create 
a salary range for United States attorneys from $12,000 to $20,000 annually 
The measure has the unanimous approval of the Senate Judiciary Committee. 

It is hoped that with the support of the public that or similar legislation is 
brought to final passage in order to make it possible to obtain and keep the best 
qualified people in the Nation’s service. 


[Indianapolis (Ind.) Star, December 3, 1953] 
JUDGE, CONGRESS PAY HEARINGS SCHEDULED 
The Star’s Washington Bureau 


W ASHINGTON.—The United States Commission on Judicial and Congressional 
Salaries will hold hearings December 15-17 on whether judges and lawmakers 
should be paid more, 

The schedule of hearings was approved in a meeting of the 18-member Com- 
mission held here last Friday, it was announced by Chairman Bernard G. Segal. 
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Both proponents and opponents of proposed legislation to increase the salaries 
of Federal judges and Members of Congress will be asked to present their views, 
either in person or by letter. 

“Every effort will be made to secure an expression from citizens or interested 
groups unable to attend or send representatives,’ Chairman Segal said. 

Segal also announced election of Charles S. Rhyne, Washington, as general 
counsel for the Commission. Previously the appointment of James L. Miller as 
staff director was disclosed here. Miller, a former Miami County (Ind.) prose- 
euting attorney, is from Indianapolis. 

The committee voted to adopt the task-force method of investigating the prob- 
lem of congressional and judicial pay. Each task force will comprise a farm 
member, a labor member, and a professional or business member, as well as a 
member of the Commission’s professional staff. 

Task forces will seek information on: 

1. Qualifications of Federal judges and Members of Congress. 

2. The income of persons in private employment who occupy positions of equal 
responsibility. 

3. Sacrifices involved in serving on the Federal bench or in Congress, such as 
the interruption of a private law practice or the conduct of a private business 
or career. 

4. Effects of judicial or congressional service on normal family life, such as 
in the case of a judge who must hold court in a distant city or a Congressman 
who must keep up a home in Washington and in his district. 

5. The necessity of travel by Congress Members between their homes and 
Washington. 

The Commission must assemble its evidence and present its report to President 
Eisenhower, Vice President Richard M. Nixon, Chief Justice Earl Warren, and 
Speaker of the House Joseph W. Martin, Jr., by January 15, 1954. 





[The Milwaukee (Wis.) Journal, December 23, 1953] 


CONGRESS, JUDGES MERTT RAISE 


The parade of witnesses before the 18-man Commission of Congressional and 
Judicial Salaries has built up so much testimony in favor of raises that the whole 
question now seems a matter of “how much?” 

The only opposition seems to come from about 3 Members of the House of 
Representatives—and at least 2 of those admit that they have outside incomes 
and don’t depend entirely upon congressional wages. 

One of these Congressmen, Representative Burdick (Republican, North Da- 
kota), also stands righteously on the ground that we won’t get better men in 
office just by raising salaries. There's some truth in that. But it’s not the 
whole story. 

We've had good men leaving both Congress and the bench because they 
couldn’t afford to live on Government pay. And we've undoubtedly had many 
good men who shied from seeking office because they couldn’t afford to give up 
private salaries for lower public salaries. Salary raises won’t guarantee good 
men, but they would knock down one harrier that keeps some good men from 
taking public jobs. 

There hasn’t been any doubt for a long time that congressional and judicial 
salaries have been too low. Congress hasn’t had a raise for 7 years—since 1946, 
when it raised its salaries from $10,000 to $15,000 a year ($2,500 of that in 
allowances). 

That is not a high salary for men who have to keep up two homes, travel fre- 
quently at their own expense, live on a scale commensurate with the dignity of 
their office and run expensive political campaigns. A raise to $25,000 a year 
is the tigure that most of the experts have recommended. 

The chief argument against it will probably he one brought up by some 
Congressmen themselves: Is it dangerous to vote yourself a salary raise in an 
election year? We don’t think so. We think that most Americans are willing 
to pay decent salaries to their lawmakers. 

As for judges, how many top lawyers dependent upon earned income are will- 
ing to give up practice for the Federal bench? A Federal trial judge gets 
$15,000 a year. New York State pays its trial judges $28,000 a year. Certainly 
the proposal most generally made, for $25,000 for trial judges, $27,500 for judges 
of the appeals court and $35,000 for justices of the Supreme Court is reasonable. 
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The Commission taking testimony on salaries seems—even before it 
voted—ready to advocate raises. That's the job Congress named it for—to get 
an outside recommendation for something Congress wants but doesn’t have the 
nerve to vote on its own initiative. We've never felt the Commission 
necessary. 


has 


was 


Congress and the judges deserve a raise, and Congress should have had the 
fortitude to vote raises. Since it didn’t, we hope that the Commission will 
recommend raises quickly, and that Congress will forget that 1954 is an election 
year and will go right ahead and vote raises. 


[Louisville (Ky.) Courier Journal, June 28, 1953] 
THry NEED More Pay, Nor TAx PRIVILEGE 


Only last month this newspaper remarked that Congress would need moral 
support to pass the bill raising congressional salaries to $25,000 a year. Members 
of both Houses are poliiically say oi voting themselves pay raises, especially 
in a year when economy gets top billing. It makes too simple an issue for 
prospective opponents. 

We thought then and still believe that there are sound reasons why Members 
of Congress should get $25,000—and pay taxes on it like private citizens. 

The House of Representatives, however, has resorted to a sort of dodge. 
Refusing to face the issue squarely, and by voice vote in which individual posi- 
tions are not recorded, the House has voted to charge off Senators’ and Represen- 
tatives’ Washington living expenses for tax purposes. As some Senators quickly 
pointed out, it would be possible to rent a house for $15,000 a year and deduct 
it all from taxes. It would be possible, by listing rents, hotel bills, entertainment 
of constituents, laundry and taxicabs, to get away with paying no taxes at all. 

This is the wrong way to meet a problem of legitimate increase in pay. It 
sets up a tax-privileged class among those whose duty it is to levy taxes for the 
rest of us. It evades the issue of whether Members of Congress need more income 
(as we believe they do). It resorts to something like the 1946 tax-exempt “ex- 
pense account” of $2,500. Members of Congress now earn $15,000. They have 
the general expenses of any private citizen. But in addition they have very 
considerable political expenses. They inust keep 2 residences—1 in Washington, 
1 back home. They must campaign. They must make trips back and forth 
(only one of which the Government pays for). They must give to more causes 
than most of us. They must entertain constituents. 

The result is such things as the Richard M. Nixon Fund of television fame 
last fall. Without a private income, a Senator or Representative may very 
easily run into debt on his present pay. But let them raise their pay outright, 
and pay regular taxes on it. It is probable that the Senators will turn jaundiced 


eyes on the tax relief plan. It may be hoped, however, that they will go at the 
problem head on. 


P= 
[Kansas City (Mo.) Times] 
ONLY A QUESTION OF BETTER Pay 


Adequate pay for Federal judges and Members of Congress hardly would be 
a political issue even in a campaign year. It is a longstanding question that has 
been widely discussed with just about unanimous agreement on the need of the 
pay. That agreement now is reflected in the testimony of a broad range of 
witnesses at a public hearing held by a special congressional commission. 

Four years ago salaries and other compensation were increased for the Presi- 
dent, Cabinet members and other top officials in the executive branch of the 
Government. But the Federal judges and Members of Congress were neglected. 
Now it is proposed that Federal district judges and Congress members be ad- 
vanced from $15,000 to $25,000 a vear, with $27.500 for judges of the United States 
court of appeals, $35,000 for Associate Justices of the Supreme Court and $40,000 
a year for the Chief Justice. 

The figures are considered moderate in view of the duties assumed by all these 
officials. The pay would be subject to taxation in all cases. It would encourage 
public service by able persons and bring returns that are not readily subject to 
calculation in dollars. Yet the total expense of the better pay would be com- 
paratively small, and it should be an aid to the more efficient management that 
would tend to reduce Government costs. 
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Since the increased pay is favored by people regardless of party and by spokes 
men for humerous groups about the country, Congress should not hold back o1 
the approval that is necessary to make the compensation effective. 


{Syracuse (N. Y.) Post-Standard, January 9, 1953 
HiGgHer Pay For FrepERAL OFFICERS 


The inadequacies of the salaries and compensations of Members of the Con- 
gress, Federal judges, and United States attorneys have been the subject of 
study by many thoughttul groups, who see a damage to the public interest 
in the low salaries provided fur many of the most important officers of our 
Government. 

A bill pending before the Senate would increase the gross annual com 
pensation of Senators and Congressmen from $15,000 to $25,000; of Chie 
Justice of the United States from $25,500 to $40,000: and of Associate Justices 
from $25,000 to $35,000; and provide $10,000 increases for circuit and district 
court judges who currently get $17,500 and $15,000 annually. 

The bill provides a number of changes with respect to the position of United 
States attorneys, including an increase in compensation and the elimination of 
a definite term of office, by providing that the United States attorney “shall 
serve at the pleasure of the President.” 

In the case of Senators and Representatives, who have many extra costs not 
covered by any expense allowance, such as the maintenance of two home estab- 
lishments and large entertaining expense, present congressional salaries are 
not nearly enough to enable these public servants to live on even a modest 
scale without implementation from an outside source. 

This is especially true of Senators and Representatives from large and 
populous States close to Washington, on whom demands are much heavier 
than legislators from smaller and more remote areas. 

Unless Federal judicial salaries are substantially raised, Federal judges 
must in the future be selected only from lawyers who are independently 
wealthy, or from lawyers who have so unsuccessful in private practice that 
they cannot earn the equivalent of a Federal judge’s present salary. 

The situation of the United States attorney is comparable to that of a 
Federal judge. With the low salary and the entirely valid prohibition against 
outside practice, it is almost impossible to get high caliber men who can devote 
their entire time to the vitally important business of the United States attorney’s 
office at salaries vastly below what they might easily make in outside practice. 

The public has been very fortunate to have two such men as Theodore 
Bowes in the northern district with headquarters in Syracuse, and Edward 
Lumbard in the southern district of the State as United States attorneys. 

In his message to the legislature this week, Governor Dewey highlighted 
the fact that we could not afford to have legislators drawn only from the prince 
or pauper-classes. While the Governor was talking of the State legislature, 
the same is fully true of Members of the Congress and the Federal judiciary. 

Congress, in an election year, is understandingly reluctant to pass the pending 
bills. They fear political reprisals for raising their own pay. 

We do not feel this is a warranted fear. Their salaries, as well as those 
of other Federal public servants, should be raised at the current session. 


{Louisville (Ky.) Courier Journal, May 15, 1953] 
THE OFFICE NEEDS IT IF NoT THE MAN 


It is a commentary on politics that Members of Congress frequently need 
moral support to do things that are wise and necessary. Without that support, 
they are apt to leave those things undone or to do them by indirection and 
evasion. This is a truth that is called up by the bill to raise salaries of Senators 
and Representatives to $25,000 a year, along with the pay of Federal judges and 
district attorneys. 

There are sound reasons why Members of Congress should get $25,000. How- 
ever, being political persons, they are generally gun-shy about voting themselves 
enough pay. The fact is that the compensation is not for the man but for the 
office. but it is hard to keep out personal considerations. 
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They know that opponents looking for simple issues on which to run are 
wound to bring the matter up in the next eampaign. That is why, back in 1946 
when something had to be done about the inadequate salary of $10,000, they 
voted themselves a tax-exempt “expense account” of $2,500 a year, along with a 
ere $2,500 salary raise, instead of facing the problem squarely. 

Even with that figure, a total of $15,000, many Members have a hard time 
naiking ends meet. They have the same general expenses as a private citizen, 
jus large items of political expense. They must keep up two domiciles—in 
Washington and back home—must constantly campaign, travel at their expense 
except for one trip back and forth, give to every cause that comes knocking at 
their doors, look to their personal mail, and live at least decently. Unless they 
have private incomes, they run into deficits—and the result could be such dan- 
erous practices as the Richard M. Nixon fund of last fall’s campaign notoriety. 
Che higher salary, recommended by every student of Government reform in pro 
posals for a stronger Congress, should be approved in the name of competency, 
reedom, and protection of the office. 


Globe-Demoerat, December 2 
PoorLty PAtp JUDGES 


Chief Justice Bolitha J. Laws of the United States District Court in Washing- 
on told a special commission, studying salaries of the judiciary and Congress, 
ie has spent 440,000 more than he earned since he went on the Federal bench 
15 years ago. That does not suggest he has been “living it up,” maintaining an 
extravagant scale of life the last decade and a half. In fact, he explained, he 
had to quit two private clubs, discharge his maid, and teach law on Saturdays, 
mit still went in the hole. The $15,000 salary he receives as Federal judge is 
1,000 less than his income when he was 29 and practicing law. 

A $15,000 annual salary may seem like a bonanza to the average citizen, at least 
f he doesn’t live in Washington. But it is meager indeed to attract our most 
capable lawyers to the bench, where a reasonable dignity is required, consonant 
with the position. Soaring living costs are fast making it almost impossible for 
iny but the rich to take Federal judgeships. Is that what this Nation wants? 

The concept of public service has never embraced the idea that Government 
salaries could, or should, compete with those in private industry or business. 
But it becomes dangerous when donning bench robes demands an economic sacri- 
fice approaching bankruptcy. 

The next session of Congress will probably be asked to boost Federal judges’ 
pay $10,000a year. This isa fair increase. The same bill will seek to add $10,000 
ore to Congressmen’s salaries. It should be remembered the $15,000 a district 
udge gets is not take-home income. Members of the judiciary, as other Federal 
servants, now must pay income levies. Only a few years ago they were exempt. 

The United States Government tosses billions about for many purposes, some 
excellent, some dubious. None is any more important than preserving the wel- 
are of the United States bench—free of economic harassment and a goal at- 
tractive to the finest talent in the legal profession. Parsimony with the judicial 
ystem is unwise and can erode justice. 


[Louisville (Ky.) Times, July 27, 1953] 


THE SENATE’S PASS ON THE Pay IsSut 


On the delicate matter of congressional pay, the Senate has called one of the 
ieatest plays in football. This is the lateral pass. You run so far with the ball, 
then you flip it to a teammate who goes on for a touchdown. 

Well, we hope the teammate makes it. The teammate, in this case, is a com- 
mission which, if the House concurs, will have the authority to name new salary 
scales, not only for Members of the two Houses, but for the Vice President and 
mnembers of the Federal judiciary as well. Whatever the Commission reecom- 
mends then will become law, Congress’ only part being to appropriate the neces- 
sary money. 
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INFLATION CITED 


Members of Congress, along with the Vice President and judges of the Federal 
court system, deserve a raise. By all the rules of inflation and fair play, they 
do. Even if the congressional pay is raised to $25,000 a year, as has been 
proposed, the lawmakers will be—so far as purchasing power is concerned—oniy 
about where they were before World War II. 

At that time—in 1939—they made $10,000 a year. That was little enough, 
expenses and obligations of the office considered. Now they make $15,000 a year. 
Everyone knows that the cost of living has gone up considerably more than 50 
percent since 1939. Taxes, too, have increased in the meantime. So it is easy 
to see how a Senator or Representative making $15,000 a year today is worse 
off than he was when he was making $10,000 back in 1989. 

It is not the individual Congressman alone that we are thinking of. On the 
contrary, it is the ideal of representative government that suffers in the long run 
from niggardly pay for the all-important job of making the laws that run this 
great land of ours. As the American Bar Association expressed it recently in 
urging for Members of Congress “salaries at once dignified and bearing some 
measure of decent relationship” to the responsibilities involved : 

“To do otherwise is to make the Congress open only to the wealthy few and 
thus to do disservice to the constitutional intendment and to strike a blow at the 
foundation of representative government. Economy in this sense is both false 
and dangerous.” 

It is indeed the falsest sort of economy to “reward with a pittance,” as the 
Bar Association has expressed it, those to whom we entrust the security and 
well-being of this Nation. True, the service of one’s country should not be 
guided by monetary considerations alone. But neither should it involve financial 
hardship. 

SHYNESS UNDERSTANDABLE 


We wish the Senate had been more forthright in voting for the ruise its 
Members deserve. But we can understand, if not admire, its timidity in this 
matter. In final analysis, it is a reflection on a portion of the electorate who, 
as it happens, hold the balance of power. Not many voters, we believe, begrudge 
their legislative representatives just compensation. But just enough do to 
account for a Congressman’s extreme shyness in this respect. 

Anyhow, we hope the lateral the Senate has thrown will connect in the House 
and go on for a touchdown. Our lawmakers deserve it. 





{Indianapolis (Ind.) News, August 19, 1953] 
WHERE WE NEED THE ABLEST 


The people of this country have a vital interest in seeing that the pay of 
their public servants is high enough to command the services of the very highest 
ability. 

Four years ago, the Hoover Commission reconimmended substantial increases in 
Federal salaries in all branches—executive, legislative, and judicial. 

Congress did raise executive salaries, but those for the legislative and judicial 
branches remain unchanged—and inadequate as befits responsibility. 

The recent session of Congress gave serious consideration to a measure which 
would increase by $10,000 a year the salaries of Federal judges, district attorneys 
and Members of Congress. It deferred action, however, pending a thorough 
study of the salary situation by a special commission, which was authorized. 

This Commission is to report its findings by mid-January. Within 60 days 
after that, Congress is to consider the report and enact legislation. This is an 
orderly and considered manner of procedure. The Commission will be composed 
of 18 members, 3 to be appointed by the Speaker of the House, 3 by the President 
of the Senate, 6 by President Eisenhower and 6 by the Chief Justice. Appointees 
are to be in equal number from outstanding leaders in labor, business and 
professional, and agriculture. 

The Federal salary question thus is raised from any partisan or bloc level to 
that of the objective national interest, and from any piecemeal consideration of 
raises for this or that group. 

It has become well established that Congressmen cannot now live in Wash- 
ington on their incomes and educate their children unless they supplement their 
salaries with other income or from savings. President Eisenhower was soberly 
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right when he observed that we are rapidly approaching the time when it will be 
difficult to get the best men to enter and remain in Government unless they have 
independent financial means. 

He was saying what the American Bar Association, labor organizations, and 
responsible individuals have been saying—that he believed Government salaries 
should be raised so that the best qualified people, poor or rich, can enter and 
stay in public life. 

That is a proposition that every thinking citizen should support. 

Federal judges long have needed a more adequate salary base. As it is today, 
our best legal brains cannot afford to leave their practices to accept appointment 
to the Federal bench. Our best legal minds should constantly be urged to seek 
the duties of the judicial bench. 

The dividends in efficient Government would far overshadow the amount of 
the increases in salaries if the legislative and judicial branches were placed on a 
higher plane of incentive. Higher pay for Congressmen and judges could save 
billions on the investment of thousands. 

It will be entirely consistent with the President’s program of economy if the 
study commission recommends, and Congress then proceeds to adopt forthwith, 
this needed reform. 


————— 
[The Daily Plainsman (South Dakota), August 4, 1953) 
ADEQUATE VAY FOR RESPONSIBLE Vosts 


‘The present salaries of the Chief Justice of the United States on down through 
through the hierarchy of circuit judges, district judge, lower Federal court 
judges, district attorneys and Members of Congress, when they were established 
were adequate salaries. 

But in these inflated times they are not. 

The law of the land rests upon the interpretation placed upon it periodically 
through court cases by Federal judges applying the Constitution to the cases. 
It is essential that these arbiters not have financial worries. Naturally, that does 
not mean either that they should be wealthy men as a prerequisite to the position. 
The solution is adequate pay. 

The same logic applies to the Federal district attorneys, who handle the gov- 
ernmental prosecution of cases. It is essential that they not be paid so inade- 
quately that they are targets for temptation. It becomes even more necessary 
now because district attorneys are not allowed to have any other private 
business. 

The makers of our laws, the Members of Congress, the ones who not only legis- 
latt but debate the fundamental political and economic issues of our day, also 
need adequate pay so as to reduce the influence of pressures from without. 

Congressmen, both Senators and Representatives, receive a gross salary of 
$15,00 a year. The average net after taxes is about $13,000. That must support 
a residence in Washington and one in the home State. It must finance reelection 
campaigns. It must finance trips between Washington and the home State, 
and the entertainment of home State visitors to the Capital. It is amazing how 
so many people who visit their Congressmen in Washington seem to assume 
that he has an unlimited expense account for lunches. The Congressman is 
usually quite hospitable, as home folks have the votes, but it becomes a constant 
financial problem, too. Thus, it is obvious that $13,000 a year is inadequate. 

The answer to all these inadequacies lies in Senate bill 1663, which provides for 
salary raises as follows: 

Supreme Court Justices: Chief, from $25,500 to $40,000; Associates, from 
$25,000 to $35,000. 

Circuit judges, from $17,500 to $27,500. 

District judges, from $15,000 to $25,000. 

Members of Congress, from $15,000 to $25,000. 

District attorneys: To a range of not less than $12,000 or more than $20,000, 
to be fixed wtihin that range by the Attorney General. 

It is certainly beside the point to say that there are always plenty of people 
willing to serve at present salaries. 

The point is that the Government needs good men and adequate salaries are 
necessary to get and hold them. Ability is needed in responsible posts and 
ability must be renumerated or it will stay in the private fields. 

It is diffienlt, despite the logic in the proposal for higher salaries, for Con- 
gress to pass such a bill. The reason it is difficult is that some Member of 
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Congress, who is usually well enough fixed financially and independently, who 
wants to make a political pitch to the home folks argues that he is for economy 
and that goes for congressional salaries including his own. 

It is for that reason that the great majority of men in Congress are men 
who have attained either wealth or financial stability before they run for 
Congress. Only a few young men study political science and take the legis- 
lative end for their career. We would be better off if more men were in Con- 
cress because they chose political science and the art of representation as a 
ureer. Yet that is impossible if the pay is not high enough. 

The net cost of the increase of such recommendations, for Congress and 
ederal judges, would be 85,878,000 a year. That is peanuts. More exactly, 

is less than one-one hundredth of 1 percent of the proposed annual budget. 

The Senate proposal would improve the standard of our republican form 
f Government. Congress should pass it. 

Otherwise, what with the higher cost of living and high campaign expenses, 
Congress will become a haven only for the independently wealthy who can afford 
to run for and remain in Congress without salary. That would mean a 
oncentrated narrow viewpoint on economics that would soon be reflected in 
-gislation. 


{[St. Louis (Mo.) Post-Dispatch, December 21, 1953] 
WHERE More Pay Is INDICATED 


The special Commission considering salary increases for Federal judges—and 
for Members of Congress, too—has completed its hearings and is scheduled to 
submit its report to Congress not later than January 15. 

Of more than 50 witnesses, only 8 spoke against the increases. Among these 

as Representative Clare Hoffman, Michigan Republican, who said that if the 
nereases were granted, demands for higher pay would be made by all Federal 
employees and another inflationary spiral would be underway. At the same 
ime, he said he found himself “almost on relief” despite an annual outside 
income of $1,500. 

Congressmen, of course, are always touchy about increasing their own pay. 
Chey lave the feeling that such increases are not too popular with their con- 
ituents, Dut the Representatives and Senators know better than unybody 
se how much it costs to live in Washington for a good part of the year. 

The judges, however, cannot help themselves ; and especially those in the lower 
courts are not getting rich. Thus Chief Judge Bolitha J. Laws of the Washing 
ton, D. C., district court said that since coming to the bench in 1938 he had 
dropped two club memberships, had done without a maid, and had supplemented 
his income by teaching. Even so, he said, he had spent $40,000 of previous 


SaViIngs. 
There can be endless arguing about how much money a man needs to maintain 
n adequate standard of life. It seems clear enough however, that judicial 
salaries ought to approximate the income of a reasonably successful lawyer. 
Otherwise the bench is not likely to attract enough men with qualifications most 
onducive to the fair and correct application of the laws. 


[Providence (R. I.) Evening Bulletin, December 21, 1953] 
THis “BUNDLE FOR CONGRESS” WovuLp Be WortTH THE Cost 


eT eae are mighty free with tax money in other peenecs# but when it 
omes to raising their own pay they are as coy as schoolgir!: It seems so 

na ikedly dak us to vote yourself a fatter paycheck, and it henrke you wide open 
tv the opposition come election time. But if the proposal were to come from the 
Presidential Commission now studying the matter, and if the lawmakers were 
to get a little advance encouragement from the home folks, we have an idea they 
just might be persuaded to accept a pay boost during the next congressional 
session. And they ought to be given that encouragement. 

There are three reasons that can be cited at this time to support salary raises 
for Members of Congress and the Federal judiciary. The most obvious is that 
of recent increases in living costs; Congressmen can claim immunity to the laws 
of slander but not to the Consumer’s Price Index. And they haven’t had.a pay 
boost since 1946. 
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In the second place, the expectations and demands of a legislator’s official life 
impose unusual operating expenses on him. Washington visitors from home ex- 
pect services and attentions (including about $1,200 to $1,500 worth of free 
lunches from each Congressman each year) ; appearances must be kept up for the 
honor of the State; two households must be maintained; a certain number of 
bligations must be fulfilled during every visit to the home district. 

3ut the most significant argument in support of higher pay for Federal legis- 
ators and judges is the expectation that it would greatly reduce the necessity 
for dual occupations. A majority of Senators and Representatives and many 
federal judges now find it impossible to make ends meet without continuing to 
engage in private professional or business activities in addition to their Federal 
duties. Perhaps only rarely does this involve any abuse of their Government 
positions, but once in a while such a case does come to light, and the temptation 
s always there. Also, there is no denying that a legislator or judge who has to 
practice law, deliver lectures, or sell cars on the side, gives less of his abilities 
to his official obligations than one who can afford to pay full-time attention to 
his Federal bench or Capitol desk. This is particularly true in this era, when 

mgressional sessions last an average of 279 days a year as compared with the 
197-day average of the twentys and the 198-day average of the thirties. 

It is poor economy for the taxpayers of the country to scrimp on the salaries 
of judges and Congressmen if a moderate pay boost would attract better men to 
the posts and remove many incumbents from temptation and enable them to de- 
vote their ful] energies to their Federal duties. A $10,000 raise—to $25,000 a 
yvear—is being discussed as a practical figure. If that would do the trick it would 
not be extravagant; the present Federal budget would be increased by not more 
than one or two hundredths of 1 percent. And a straight pay raise would be far 
preferable to a side-door approach involving fatter expense allowances or tax 
deductions, relief which would chiefly benefit those with substantial private 
means. 

This is one time when the public would be serving its own interests by urging 
its elected Representatives to loosen, rather than tighten, the payroll purse 
strings. 


[Louisville (Ky.) Courier-Journal, December 21, 1953] 
IN THE Otp Days THE Pay Was BETTER 


Working for the Federal Government can be an expensive proposition. It 
can cost a man, as Federal Judge Bolitha J. Laws, of Washington, reports, $40,000 
more than he makes in a 15-year period like that between 1938 and 1953. And 
if he happens to be Judge Laws himself, he can find himself at 62 making less 
money as a Federal judge than he did as a 29-year-old attorney back in 1920. 

Judge Laws was testifying before a special Federal Commission now study- 
ing the adequacy of judicial and congressional salaries. He considered himself 
much more fortunate, he said, than many of the 318 Federal judges and the 
Members of Congress, for whom the situation is most serious. 

Such testimony illuminates anew the fact that the Government for long years 
has grievously underpaid its Congressmen, its Federal judges, and its district 
attorneys. All of these, under a bill introduced at the last session of Congress, 
would get $25,000 a year instead of the present $15,000. 

Congress, of course, is historically loath to increase its own pay, fearing the 
misunderstanding of the voters at the next election. So rather than act on the 
pay-raise bill last spring it tossed the problem to the special Commission now 
conducting hearings, and if the Commission just reports the right thing it may 
vote itself—and the judges and attorneys—a raise in 1954. 

That it should do so is the consensus of every student of government reform 
in proposals for a stronger Congress and a healthy judiciary. Testimony before 
the Commission has borne this out. Every voter is long since aware that the 
dollar is not what it used to be, but not many, in all probability, are aware that 
today’s Congressman is badly paid indeed compared to the Congressman of 
grandfather’s day. 

Back in 1873 Congress finally raised its pay to what was then a very reason- 
able level—$7,500. There it remained until 1925, without too much pain to 
anyone, perhaps. From 1925 to 1946 it was $10,000—a lot more money in 1925 
than it was in 1946, certainly—when our money-shy representatives voted a 
$2,500 straight raise and a $2,500 tax-free expense allowance. 

57814—55——-15 
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Any farm expert on parity formulas, we suspect, would readily agree that if 
Congress and the judiciary are to continue to attract able men into the public 
service, a $25,000 salary in 1954 will not overdo the inducements offered 1 and 
2 generations ago. The special and onerous expenses of public office need no 
detailing here, but they mean that without the higher salary now proposed only 
men of private means can long sustain the sacrifices exacted of Judge Laws and 
many another. Small wonder that the American Bar Association, the Louisville 
bar, distinguished scholars of government, and a majority of the Nation’s press 
are advocating passage in 1954 of Senate bill 1663. 


[Washington (D. C.) Times Herald, February 1, 1954] 
CoNnGRESS SHOULD HAve A PaAy RAISE 


We think it’s about time the members of the House and Senate stop hem- 
ming and hawing about what might happen if they vote themselves a pay. 
raise and go ahead and do it. 

Almost every Member of Congress believes they should have a raise. And, 
anyone who lives with them as we do and knows the problems they face 
will agree they should have it. 

The high cost of living, taxation, illness, and other rugged strains on the 
pocketbook play no favorites. They hit the Congressman just as they do any- 
one else. Added to this the Congressmen have a lot of drains on them that 
other persons in the States as well as the District of Columbia never have to 
worry about. 

For instance, a member of Congress has to maintain 2 homes—1 in his State 
and 1 in the District. He can’t just leave his constituency for 2 or 6 years 
and expect the voters to reelect a man to represent them who has no ties to 
their community. He also has to spend a considerabe sum of money in travel- 
ing back and forth between home and Washington. He gets paid mileage for 
only one round trip during a session. Sometimes a Member must make a dozen 
trips to ably represent his constituents. 

He has to put up the front expected of him. He can’t ride the rods, hitch- 
hike, or eat in a hobo jungle. And, the persons who holler the loudest about 
how good the Members of Congress have it would be the first to pass them up 
with contempt if they didn’t take them to an expensive eating place when they 
visited them in Washington or if their Representative dressed shabbily. 

Actually on this score the American people don’t ever want to be ashamed 
of their Government officials while at the same time they want them to get 
along on as little as possible. Many congregations treat their pastors the same 
way. It won’t work. 

Therefore a Commission appointed by President Eisenhower has recom- 
mended that the salaries of the Representatives and Senators be increased 
to $27,500 a year. 

Go ahead and do it, boys. 

The farmers never hesitate to pressure you into voting parity and subsidies 
until the Government is flooded with food surpluses, bought to keep their in- 
come up high. The labor unions never even blush when they demand pay raise 
after pay raise while the salaries of the union bosses shoot sky high. 

Did you know, Mr. Congressman, that you have passed legislation that has 
created many jobs in the executive branch of Government that pay much more 
than you have so far dared give yourself? 

Cabinet officers get $22,000 tops. Secretaries of the armed services get $18,000. 
Under Secretaries, $17,500. And, there are classified employees in the various 
departments whose pay is $14,800 a year or just $200 less than a Member of 
Congress. 

Such discrimination just doesn’t make sense. 

So we're for a raise for our country’s lawmakers. It’s a full-time job now. 
Years ago a Member of Congress came to Washington for a leisurely 6 months’ 
session and then had time to carry on his own private business to take care of 
his family. 

Today we demand every Member keep on the job the year around either in 
Washington or at home attending to public business. 

It’s a big job. It’s one of the most important jobs in the country. We ought 
to be willing to pay enough to get the best. 
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{Washington (D. C.) Post, January 17, 1954], 
CONGRESSMEN SHOULD HAVE AN INCREASE IN SALARY 


Congressmen are a pretty diffident breed. For years they have been complain- 
ing that they cannot make ends meet in high-priced Washington on their salaries 
and allowances. They set up a Commission which has made an exhaustive study 
and reported that their salaries be doubled. Fortified with facts and recom- 
mendations, they hesitate to act on them for fear of going before the Nation 
for reelection and being repudiated as raiders of the Public Treasury. 

The fact is, that since Congress is now almost in constant session, and there 
is little time or opportunity to supplement incomes with regular outside earn- 
ings, the salaries of Congressmen are a national scandal. When they are not 
in session, Members are about their legislative business in committees and in- 
vestigations. What little time remains, they are devoting to keeping in touch 
with their constituents. Any time and thought they give to supplemental in- 
come cuts into the duties for which they are elected. 

We want men in Congress who do not have to worry about the future of their 
families. We cannot afford to have the membership limited to men of means. 
This is equally true of the Federal judiciary, for which the Commission recom- 
mended a higher salary scale also. The total cost would be $4,527,302 for Mem- 
bers of Congress and $2,981,491 for the judiciary, an aggregate of one one- 
hundredth of 1 percent of the Federal budget. In addition to being right and 
fair, it is cheap insurance for ability and integrity. 


[Washington (D. C.) Star, January 17, 1954] 
For BETTER GOVERNMENT 


The Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries has made it plain 
that its recommendation for higher pay for judges and legislators was based 
mainly on considerations as to what will best serve the national welfare. The 
report stressed the benefits which would accrue to the cause of better govern- 
ment, rather than the benefits due underpaid public servants on the bench and 
in Congress. 

Voluminous testimony before the Commission showed the relationship between 
good government and fair play. Taking note of testimony concerning the 
disparity between top-level governmental salaries and those for comparable 
private services and the resultant tendency of competent citizens to avoid public 
office, the Commission warned that the Government is the loser by past short- 
sightedness. On this point the Commission said: “One of the most. striking 
and disturbing facts which the Commission’s inquiry disclosed was the number 
of experienced, able Federal judges and Congressmen who have been forced to 
abandon the publie service solely as a result of economic pressures. No one can 
say how many more qualified candidates for public office have been forced by 
these same limitations to abandon any thought of Federal service, though the 
evidence shows there have been many.” The group added that if the present 
trend of persons with judicial or legislative ability to shun Federal service 
continues, the result will be to “further demoralize and weaken essential areas 
of national leadership at a time when national responsibilities were never more 
grave.” 

While the increases recommended were substantial in every case, it was pointed 
out that judicial and congressional pay raises have lagged far behind those for 
other offices, in and out of Government. There have been five raises for Govern- 
ment employees in general since the last increase for judges and Congressmen. 
The policy has been in the past to adjust judicial and legislative pay scales 
about once every 20 years. Meanwhile, rising living costs have been no respecters 
of persons. 

Congress, always shy about voting itself a pay raise, will be glad to have the 
support of such an unbiased group as that headed by Bernard G. Segal, recently 
chancellor of the Philadelphia Bar Association, and the 17 other outstanding 
citizens who served with him. Congress must act on the report within 60 
legislative days. It should not shrink, for political reasons, from approving a 
iong-overdue upward adjustment of judicial and congressional pay. 
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{Peru (Ind.) Tribune, January 25, 1954] 
You SEer, It’s Like THIs 


(Roy Al Spiers) 


Your Congressman needs a bit of vocal and moral support. He'd like a pay 
raise. He needs it and deserves it. A top-flight study Commission has recom- 
mended it. 

Sut Mr. Congressman is afraid you won’t understand—and this is an election 
year. 

This timidity is a bit ironic. Better congressional salaries have been recom- 
mended by Ex-Presidents Herbert Hoover and Harry Truman, and by President 
Eisenhower. 

Nearly all better-Government groups have similar views, insisting that we can’t 
get high-grade men for low-grade salaries, 

Last week a special, 18-member bipartisan Commission strongly urged Con- 
gressmen to give themselves a hefty raise—from the present $15,000 a year to 
$27,500. 

Few thoughtful citizens would object, knowing that nearly all conscientious 
Congressmen are overworked and underpaid. 

Trouble is, not many average voters understand the Congressman’s financial 
problem. To them, $15,000 is a lot of dough—and raising it to $27,500 an outright 
steal, especially when times seem to be getting tougher. 

That’s why Mr. Congressman is afraid to give himself a deserved raise. He 
might get bounced out of his job and wind up with nothing. 

Let’s try to understand this better. 

In 1939 we paid Congressmen $10,000. Today we pay them $15,000—but they 
are actually worse off financially. Take a typical Congressmen with one depend- 
ent and no other income. 


After he pays his taxes, he has $12,706 left from his $15,000 salary. That’s’ 


more than he earned in 1939—but it won't buy hardly as much, which is what 
counts. Because of inflation today’s $12,706 take-home pay will buy only as 
much as $6,724 would buy in 1939. 

So while we have inched up Mr. Congressman’s pay, dollar-wise we have actu- 
ally cut it heavily in the past 15 years. 

Even if we did give him that big $12,500 raise to $27,500 this year h's purchasing 
power gain over 1939's $10,000 salary will be only slivhly more than $1,500. 

How much will it cost us taxpayers to give a $12,500 raise? 

There are 531 Senators and Representatives. Multiply that by $12,500 and 
you get $6,637,500. 

Actually the raise won’t cost us that much. Income taxes will take a big bite 
out of that $12,500. So our net outlay will be about a third less. 

Call it $4,800,000 for easy figuring. 

The cost, then, will be 3 cents a year apiece for 160 million Americans. 

Obviously we can afford that piddling sum. 

From a practical standpoint, then, Congressmen deserve a raise, and we can 
afford to give it to them. 

From the standpoint of principle, I don’t think we can afford not to. 

Any businessman knows that “cheap” executives are invariably costly. So are 
“cheap” public officials. 

Pinch a bank president’s pay and you create an embezzler. It’s the same with 
politicians. Many of them frankly consider the niggardly salaries we pay them 
a license to steal. 

“At these rates, we’ve got to graft a little to make a living,” says Mr. Politician. 

“Keep his salary low, He’ll graft anyway,” says the shortsighted texnvayer. 

That’s an old, old error—trying to correct one wrong with another. It never 
works. In public office, like anywhere else, we get exactly what we pay for. 
The less we pay in public salaries, the more it costs in the long run in graft. 
waste, fumbling and inefficiency. 

In these critical times, government needs a lot of top-grade men. Yet few 
who are honest can afford to take Government jobs. The personal sacrifice is 
too great. 

If you feel as I do that Congressmen are long overdue for a healthy raise, by 
all means write and tell them in Washington. ; 

If we don’t stiffen their backbones with warm, understanding support they 
won't dare to give themselves more pay this session. They'll be afraid of losing 
their jobs. 
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Their fears are real. Unfortunately this is an issue that can only lose votes 
among the petty, the shortsighted and the don’t-care citizens who are always 
among us. It will woo no votes to balance those losses. And this is an election 
year. 

If they get enough kindly mail, Congressmen may find the courage to do a job 
that should be done—or at least make a good start. 


{Michigan City (Ind.), News-Dispatch, January 19, 1954] 
RAISE FOR CONGRESS 


A special Commission in Washington is considering the question of whether 
Congressmen should be paid better salaries. This has been debated for some 
time and it is possible that there may be some action on the matter before long. 

A Member of Congress receives $15,000 a year. This seems a large sum of 
money to many people who manage to live comfortably on far less. But the 
expenses of a Senator or a Member of the House are greater than those or 
ordinary citizens. Frequently they must support two places of residence, one 
in Washington and one in the part of the country which sends them to Washing- 
ton. They are expected to contribute to party campaign chests and to every 
charity. As representatives of the American people at social functions they must 
dress well and their clothes are expensive. 

Ideally, a Member of Congress should be a man of great aptitude, a leader 
and an outstanding citizen. Reality sometimes falls short of the ideal, but it 
is safe to say that most of the Members of the Senate or the House could make 
more money following a profession or filling an executive position in business 
or industry. 

No legislative body in the world has ever been called on to perform more vital 
services. Our Congressmen must decide on the spending of sums of money 
greater than any ever spent by any country in history. Their actions and 
decisions affect the entire world. To attract the kind of people needed for this 
service, salaries at least comparable with those available to them elsewhere 


should be offered. We should not lose the talent of men who would make great 
legislators just because they cannot afford to take the job. 


[Youngstown (Ohio) Vindicator, January 11, 1954] 
CourT AND CONGRESS SALARIES 


The special Commission which is studying salaries of Federal judges and 
Members of Congress has heard good reasons why the pay scale needs to be 
higher. 

One judge testified that his take-home pay today is $1,000 less than it was 
when he was 29 years old and practicing law. He said he accumulated a good- 
sized reserve while practicing for 25 years, but since becoming a Federal 
district judge he has been forced to spend it at the rate of $2,700 a year. 

Similar testimony was heard from others, including some Congressmen. Rep- 
resentative Clare Hoffman of Michigan said he was “almost on relief,” yet he 
insisted that congressional salaries should not be raised. 

Legislators traditionally fear the possible political effects of voting themselves 
a raise. They should be more courageous. When the commission reports on 
January 15—and there is little doubt that it will recommend larger salaries— 
our lawmakers should go ahead and give themselves adequate pay. 

With the expenses legislators have, their awesome responsibility, and the 
long hours most of them work, the job is entitled to more than the $15,000 
present scale. A $25,000 salary would eliminate the need of some to have private 
businesses—which is usually undesirable—and prevent good men from quitting 
or shunning government service to earn more in private jobs. 
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[Appleton (Wis.) Post-Crescent, January 25, 1954] 
SALARIES AT WASHINGTON 


Proposals are in the hopper to substantially increase the salaries of Members 
of Congress and of the Federal judiciary. 

We suppose they will be opposed in good faith by many people to whom 
the size of the salary sounds like the last word in luxury. But the truth con- 
cerning the inadequacy of salaries in general at the National Capital may be 
readily presented by offering the clean life of Chief Justice Fred Vinson who 
died in office during the past year. Vinson did not leave more than enough to 
pay his bare funeral expenses. His widow gets nothing. She could very well fit 
the picture in the melancholy poem entitled “Over the Hills to the Poor House.” 

Where did all Vinson’s salary go, asks a man who never had a substantial 
income. One may look at his life and answer for himself. 

Vinson was 21 when he started practicing law in 1911. In 1923 he was sent 
to Congress. He was then 33 years of age. During the next 30 years he was on 
the Federal payroll. 

Steadily he rose in rank, in pay and in importance. A law journal explains 
the result by saying that “perhaps nowhere else in the country are the demands 
of social life so expensive” as Washington. He simply spent his entire income 
in keeping pace with the demands that were natural and expected of one of his 
importance. His widow has no pension provided for her under the law. We 
expect that this Congress will heal that situation. 

Vinson’s honesty was well known throughout the national city. He did not 
take tips on the market nor on the races. He gave his country superlative 
services, and for them his widow is being looked after by others. 

The fact simply is that an official at Washington is under a much heavier 
“cost of living” demand than elsewhere in the country. And the only way to 
offset that weight of cost is by salary increase. 


(Also printed in the January 25 issue of the Green Bay Press-Gazette. ) 


{Milwaukee (Wis.) Journal, January 19, 1954] 
CONGRESS DESERVES A RAISE 


A Commission of “experts” named to study pay scales has come up with the 
recommendation that Congressmen ought to get more money. Congress is in 
the enviable position of being able to raise its own salaries. 

sut Where Congress is in trouble is this: As politicians, the Congressmen 
wonder whether it’s wise to raise their salaries in a year when 4385 Members of 
the House and a third of the Senate have to stand for reelection. 

It seems to us that Congressmen deserve a raise. The $12,500 base pay and 
$2,500 expense account that Congressmen get is not enough. Most of them have 
to run two homes, travel back and forth to their constituencies, and help pay 
election expenses. Labor leaders who in recent years have been voted big 
salaries haven’t met with opposition of wage earning members of their unions. 
The American people similarly, can be expected to agree that their legislators 
ought to get adequate wages, too. 

Most “experts” have been bandying about the figure of $10,000 as a raise. 
That would bring salaries to $25,000, including expenses. Four members of 
the salary Commission, all representing farm interests, held out for that figure. 
They were outvoted by the Commission majority, however, which wants Con- 
gressmen to get $12,500 more, or $27,500 a year. 

How big the raise should be is a matter for argument. But we believe most 
Americans will agree with President Eisenhower who said the other day that 
he is “wholeheartedly in favor of substantial raises’ for Congress. 


[Wausau (Wis.) Record Herald, January 22, 1954] 
RAISES MERITED 


A special, 18-member, nonpartisan Commission set up to study salary prob- 
lems has unanimously recommended, after long and careful study, that Mem- 
bers of Congress and the Federal judiciary should get substantial salary 
increases. 
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Congressional reaction seems generally favorable, although there seems to be 
considerable apprehension that voting a raise for lawmakers in an election 
year might be politically unwise. 

Certainly, however, a vast majority of Americans should be willing to see 
their lawmakers obtain salary increases if they are warranted—and the special, 
non-partisan Commission has agreed unanimously that the facts show they are. 

The pay of both Congress Members and the Federal judiciary has fallen far 
behind the increased cost of living. 

Neither Federal judges nor Members of Congress have had raises since 
1946—8 years—and in that period the cost of living has soared considerably. 
In the case of a Federal district judge, for example, his pay of $15,000 a year 
today is worth but $6,000 in terms of the purchasing power he had in 1939. 

Nor are the salaries commensurate with those received for less important 
positions at lower levels of Government or in private industry. By way of exam- 
ple, Earl Warren is far worse off financially as Chief Justice of the United 
States than he was as Governor of California, and trial judges in some State 
courts get paid almost twice as much as Federal trial judges. 

Congress should face the facts and vote adequate salaries both for itself and 
the Federal judiciary as a means, as the Commission put it, of “assuring the 
Nation top-flight leadership.” 


[La Porte (Ind.) Herald-Argus, December 28, 1953] 
SALARY RAISE 


Do you believe Congressmen should receive more than the $15,000 annual sal- 
ary they now receive? This is a very practical and very important question 
in these days when many Congressmen could make far more in private business 
and professions than they make as representatives of the people. <A special 
18-member Commission authorized during the last session of Congress has been 
conducting hearings in Washington on salaries of public officials. It will report 
its findings and recommendations not later than January 15. 

Obviously Congress will approach the subject of raising its own pay gingerly. 
There are also Federal judges to be considered, and their pay is anything but 
in the higher brackets... In these days when the administration is talking econ- 
onry and is making some progress in trimming budgets, pay raises could arouse 
animosities back home. Congressmen are well aware of the dangers. And yet 
the paradox is that no Congressmen will ever receive 1 cent more for their serv- 
ices unless they vote the increases themselves. 

Cost of living in Washington is high for the Representative or Senator because 
there are a number of obligations which add to the general cost. Maintaining 
2 homes, 1 in the Capital and 1 back in his native heath, is extremely costly. 
And then there are high expenses of frequent travel and from Washington and 
the high costs of campaiging, and expense which comes for the Representative 
every 2 years. 

It is axiomatic that if we, the people, want better government we must induce 
better men and women to help constitute it. While financial inducements are 
not the only instruments for entering public service, still they weigh heavily 
with many capable and conscientious individuals. If we continue to expect 
a very significant financial sacrifice on the part of people entering public life, 
we should not be surprised or dismayed if the quality is not all that we would 
like it to be. 


[Attica (Ind.) Ledger-Tribune, January 28, 1954] 
Tne Hoostrer Day 
(By Frank A. White) 


CONGRESS WAGE HIKE IS DISCUSSED AVIDLY 


Proposal to hike the salaries of Congressmen from $15,000 to $27,500 plus more 
liberal travel allowance, is getting booted about in conversation quite a bit here. 

For the average Hoosier Congressman there are some thorns as well as roses 
in proposal. This is an election year, and in regard to boost in salary, the 
Congressmen who must stand for election are worse off politically than the 
Federal judges, who likewise are slated for a wage increase. 
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The solons can almost hear an opponent saying: “Congressman So and So 
talked a lot about economy in Government, yet voted to double his own salary.” 
Congressmen are in the peculiar position among Federal employees of being able 
to vote themselves a raise, if they choose. 


SENATE IS BECOMING A MILLIONAIRE’S CLUB 


When the pros and cons are totaled, it is my opinion that most thinking Hoosiers 
feel that our Congressmen are underpaid. First, the case against the pay hike. 

Representative Burdick (Republican, North Dakota) said the voters never in- 
tended to send representatives to Congress to live in a condition of splendor. He 
said also that the Republicans would be stupid to raise congressional salaries 
first move out of the box. 

There is the often repeated assertion that the Congressmen knew what salary 
the job paid when they ran for office. 

It would seem that the arguments for the salary boost are more convincing. 

In speaking of his Latin American trip, United States Senator Homer E. Cape- 
hart (Republican, Indiana) pointed out how hotel owners set aside their most 
expensive suites and the highest priced foods were served when it was learned 
Congressmen were guests. 

Capehart, incidentally is one of the most wealthy men in Congress, and made 
up the difference between his expense account and the actual expenditure from 
his own pocket. 

Congressmen have not had their salaries raised since 1946 and in the interven- 
ing time have voted pay raises 5 times for Federal employees. The U. 8S. News 
& World Report pointed out that the dollar has lost its purchasing power until 
the increase proposed has a real value of only $1,322 over the purchasing power 
of the $10,000 salary a Congressman got in 1939. 





{Logansport (Ind.) Pharos Tribune, January 12, 1954], 


RAISE FOR CONGRESS 


A special commission in Washington is considering the question of whether 
Congressmen should be paid better salaries. This has been debated for some 
time and it is possible that there may be some action on the matter before long. 

A Member of Congress receives $15,000 a year. This seems a large sum of 
money to many people who manage to live comfortably on far less. But the 
expenses of a Senator or a Member of the House are greater than those of 
ordinary citizens. Frequently they must support 2 places of residence, 1 in 
Washington and 1 in the part of the country which sends them to Washington. 
They are expected to contribute to party campaign chests and to every charity. 
As representatives of the American people at social functions they must dress 
well and their clothes are expensive. 

Ideally, a Member of Congress should be a man of great aptitude, a leader, 
and an outstanding citizen. Reality sometimes falls short of the ideal, but it 
is safe to say that most of the Members of the Senate or the House could 
make more money following a profession or filling an executive position in 
business or industry. 

No legislative body in the world has ever been called on to perform more 
vital services. Our Congressmen must decide on the spending of sums of 
money greater than any ever spent by any country in history. Their actions 
and decisions affect the entire world. To attract the kind of people needed to 
this service, salaries at least comparable with those available to them elsewhere 
should be offered. We should not lose the talent of men who would make great 
legislators just because they cannot afford to take the job. 


{Grand Rapids (Mich) Herald, December 28, 1953] 
A RAISE FOR CONGRESS? 


Members of the Congress, the Constitution of the United States provides, 
“shall receive a compensation for their services, to be ascertained by law, and 
paid out of the Treasury of the United States.” 

“Ascertained by law” means a law passed by the Congress. 
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It’s always been a little embarrassing to the Members. For years, they 
have backed away from a yes-and-no vote on raising their own salaries. 

Next year it may be different. 

A commission headed by Bernard G. Segal of Philadelphia and including 
representatives of business, agriculture, and labor has been holding hearings, 
preparatory to making a report due not later than January 15. 

If this special Commission recommends higher salaries the Members of the 
Congress will find it easier to go along, with less fear of their constituents’ 
criticism, scorn, or reprisals. 

Not many persons, aside from those in close touch with the personal affairs 
of Senators and Representatives, could say what a Congreessman’s pay should be. 

Fifteen thousand dollars a year sounds like a comfortable salary to many 
persons, especially since it includes $2,500 as nonaccountable expenses. But 
Congressmen have many special obligations. They must live decently. They 
must travel. Many of them must maintain two domiciles. 

Most of the witnesses who testified before the Commission last week suggested 
salaries starting at $25,000 for Members of Congress and for members of the 
Federal judiciary, who now receive from $15,000 in district courts to $25,000 on 
the Supreme Court. 

Whatever the recommendation, the salary scale should be enough so that 
Members will not be distracted from their work by financial worries, large 
enough so that able men will not find it necessary to refuse office on hardship 
grounds, and small enough so that the offices will not attract men interested 
only in the pay and nothing else. 

Such salaries would not necessarily match the salaries paid in private life for 
men of top caliber. Probably they should not. 

In any case, examination of the problem by an independent commission should 
be helpful, both in relieving Members of Congress of a natural feeling of hesi- 
taney in voting themselves a raise and in reasuring their constituents, who 
might otherwise be critical. 


{Adrian (Mich.) Telegram, January 9, 1954] 
EDITORIAL OPINION—CONGRESS DESERVES RAISE 


A commission of “experts” named to study pay scales has come up with the 
recommendation that Congressmen ought to get more money. Congress is in 
the enviable position of being able to raise its own salaries. 

But where Congress is in trouble is this: As politicians, the Congressmen 
wonder whether it’s wise to raise their salaries in a year when 435 Members of 
the House and a third of the Senate have to stand for reelection. 

It seems to us that Congressmen deserve a raise. The $12,500 base pay and 

2,500 expense account that Congressmen get is not enough. Most of them have 
to run two homes, travel back and forth to their constituencies, and help pay 
election expenses. Labor leaders who in recent years have been voted big 
salaries haven’t met with opposition of wage-earning members of their unions. 
The American people similarly can be expected to agree that their legislators 
ought to get adequate wages, too. 

Most “experts” have been bandying about the figure of $10,000 as a raise. 
That would bring salaries to $25,000, including expenses. Four members of the 
Salary Commission, all representing farm interests, held out for that figure. 
They were outvoted by the Commission majority, however, which wants Con- 
gressmen to get $12,500 more, or $27,500 a year. 

How big the raise should be is a matter for argument. But we believe most 
Americans will agree with President Eisenhower who said the other day that 


he is “wholeheartedly in favor of substantial raises” for Congress.—Milwaukee 
Journal. 


{Houghton (Mich.) Mining Gazette, January 28, 1954] 
Pay INCREASE ror CONGRESS 


Congress has a number of important decisions to reach in the session just 
opened, among them one affecting itself. It is the matter of a pay boost. The 
Members of Congress have not had a pay boost for 7 years and meanwhile living 
costs and other expenses of the national legislators have been going up. The 
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public is aware of this and the Members of Congress acutely so. But Congress 
hesitated to take decisive action last year though such action can be taken by 
Congress alone. 

In the 1953 session, the lawmakers combined the matter of their own salaries 
with the pay of Federal judges and tossed it around for a bit. Finally they 
named a commission to study the whole matter. That Commission is to make its 
recommendations not later than January 15. It has held hearings and is work- 
ing on its report. Almost certainly it will urge substantial increases for both 
the judges and the Congressmen. 

It always is embarrassing for Congress to increase its own pay, and to do it 
in a congressional election year is doubly so. Nevertheless a pay boost is being 
urged from various quarters. Some months ago President Eisenhower endorsed 
the pay increase. In the recent hearings Attorney General Brownell led the long 
list of witnesses most of whom joined him in advocating increases. 

Members of Congress now get $15,000 a year which includes a $2,500 expense 
allowance that is tax-free. Salaries for the Federal judges range from $15,000 
for those in the district courts to $25,000 for Justices of the Supreme Court. 
While the sums are fairly substantial, they are less than the earnings in positions 
of comparable responsibility in industry. As noted above, the salaries have not 
increased in 7 years. 

Moreover a Member of Congress has unusual expenses. He has to maintain 
two homes, one in Washington and one in his district. The Government supplies 
him an office in Washington but if he has one in his home district he has to dip 
into his own pocket to maintain it. He is under pressure for all manner of con- 
tributions to charitable organizations, and he has to do a great deal of enter- 
taining. In the case of judges, most of them make considerable financial sacrifice. 
One district judge told the Salary Committee that in spite of drastic economies 
he would have to pay out $40,006 more than he earned in the next 15 years. 
After years in various Government posts, the late Chief Justice Vinson died a 
relatively poor man. 

Congress should vote increases. The public wants its legislators and judges 
paid enough. 





[New Orleans (La.) States, February 1954], 
Pay RAISE LEGISLATION 


Members of Congress apparently continue to be timid about voting pay 
raises for themselves and the Federal judiciary even though such salary in- 
creases have been recommended by a disinterested fact-finding Commission. 

More than 2 weeks have elapsed since the Commission on Judicial and Con- 
gressional Salaries made its report, but there are no signs of real activity toward 
converting its recommendations into law. 

The practical difficulty is that Members of Congress soon coming up for 
election are afraid the voters will frown on the idea of lawmakers voting 
themselves a salary hike, no matter how justified it might be. 

The major changes in salary recommended by the Commission—a balanced 
group composed of representatives of agriculture, labor, business, and the pro- 
fessions—are: 

Chief Justice of the United States, present $25,500, proposed $40,000. 

Associate Justices of the Supreme Court, present $25,000, proposed $39,500. 

Members of Congress, present, $15,000, proposed $27,500. 

Judges of the United States courts of appeals, of Customs and Patent Appeals, 
of Military Appeals and of Claims, present $17,500, proposed $30,500. 

Judges of United States district court, Customs Court, and Tax Court, present 
$15,000, proposed $27,500. 

When the Commission made its report on January 15, its Chairman, Bernard 
G. Segal, an attorney of Philadelphia, disclosed that it agreed unanimously 
that Members of Congress and Federal judges should get higher salaries as a 
means of “assuring the Nation of top-flight leadership.” 

The Commission found that the judicial and congressional salaries have not 
kept pace with the growth of the responsibilities of those offices ; that they are too 
low compared with salaries paid for similar ability and less responsibility in 
private enterprise ; that they have lagged behind while salaries of other Federal 
officials have been adjusted upward, and that for a long time they have been 
grossly inadequate. 
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In the light of the strong support given by the impartial Commission, it seems 
to us that the Members of Congress who hesitate to seek the appropriate legis- 
lation are not considering the merits of the case. The pay raises have been 
deemed proper by qualified authority; therefore, they ought to be put through. 


[Jackson (Miss.) Daily News, December 15, 1953] 
DESERVE BETTER PAy 


At the January session of Congress bills will be introduced providing more 
liberal pay for members of the Federal judiciary and our Senators and 
Congressmen. 

A special Commission appointed to study the subject will submit a favorable 
report on the measure during the early part of the session. 

The standing committee of the American Bar Association on judicial selection, 
tenure and compensation has given its unanimous approval to better pay for the 
Federal judiciary and also favors better pay for Members of Congress. Hon. Ben 
Cameron, distinguished member of the Meridian bar, is Mississippi’s member of 
that committee. 

The present remuneration of $15,000 a year for Members of Congress, and 
Federal jurists at the district levei, is inadequate in view of their responsibilities. 
Many able judges have been forced to leave the Federal bench in order to make 
better provision for their families. 

A national legislator in most cases is obliged to maintain a domicile both in 
Washington and in his home State or district. Living costs are high in the 
National Capital, and obligations on Senators and Congressmen are numerous 
and onerous. It has been estimated that $25,000 a year would be reasonable pay 
for a Senator or Congressman, 

Their salaries should be raised to the point where outside incomes will not be 
necessary for Congressmen. Private businesses or professions on the side may 
embarrass a Member of Congress or hamper him in the free exercise of his 
public duties. Provision for better pay could well cover that phase of the 
problem. 

Economie security for Congressmen and Federal judges would be an induce- 
ment to more competent men to serve Government in those fields. 

Incidentally, the subject of better pay for members of our Mississippi judiciary 
should receive serious consideration at the January session. 

’ay of supreme court members should at least be on a level with pay of 
Federal district judges and substantial increases should be made in the pay of 
circuit and chancery judges. 

setter pay will mean a better judiciary. Relief from economic worry will 
furnish more time for serious thought and mature judgment. 


{Jackson (Miss.) Daily News, December 27, 1953] 


at, 
BeTTeR PAY FOR JUDGES 


Members of the Mississippi delegation in Congress, while favoring a general 
program of economy and tax reduction, view with favor the proposal to increase 
the pay of members of the Federal judiciary. They also favor a pending bill 
to provide an additional United States district judge for Mississippi. 

Hearings on the subject of pay increase will be underway in Washington this 
week, and it is expected the result will be a general increase of $10,000 per year 
for judges. The proposal, sponsored by the American Bar Association, makes 
one exception: the Chief Justice of the United States. For him, an increase of 
$14,500 is urged. 

To many persons an annual pay raise of $10,000 may seem great; and it is. 
But it is warranted for the judiciary because its salaries have been allowed to 
lag so far behind the general rise in incomes and in living costs. 

The Chief Justice, for example, gets $25,500, and his associates receive $25,000. 
Like other judicial salaries, these are now subject to taxation. The increase 
also would be taxable. Chief Justice Warren’s take-home pay really would be 
raised only $6,864. For other Federal judges the net increase would be about 
$5,000. 

Even Supreme Court salaries are small compared with the fees of the lawyers 
who appear before this tribunal. The disparity is even greater in the case of 
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district judges, who now receive a salary of $15,000 on which they must pay 
taxes of at least $3,304. Yet these men decide cases affecting large corporations, 
utilities and railroad systems. More importantly, they are the guardians of 
every man’s basic rights. 

A number of the States pay their judges considerably more than the Federal 
scale. For example, trial judges in New York get $28,000; in New Jersey and 
Pennsylvania, they get $20,000. Salaries on the higher tribunals of these States, 
of course, are proportionately greater. Our pay scale in Mississippi is much too 
low and should be increased by the legislature. 

It is not to be thought for a moment that the integrity of a judge is to be 
measured by his income, that his honesty or even his competence is dependent 
on a dollar sign. Most judges enjoy their duties. Like other people, they are 
willing to make sacrifices for the education of their children, and to hold their 
own style of living within simple bounds. Yet some of them must depend on 
outside activities—such as writing or teaching evening law classes—to supple- 
ment their incomes and to make modest provisions for old age. 

The practical effect of this is more and more difficulty in finding lawyers of 
high competence willing to serve on the bench. The Federal judiciary actually 
has lost several distinguished members by resignation in recent years. Con- 
sidering family responsibilities, they could not afford to remain on the bench, 

The judiciary is one of the three coequal branches of the Federal Government, 
yet its total cost accounts for only one-thirtieth of 1 percent of the latest budget. 
As a matter of fact, the proposed salary increases would cost the United States 
only $2,500,000 a year, net. 

Again, it is not so much a question of money but of assurance that our courts 
shall be presided over by able men, and that these not be asked to make an 
undue sacrifice of income. 


[Rapid City (S. Dak.) Journal, December 30, 1853] 
RAISE FOR CONGRESS 


A special Commission in Washington is considering the question of whether 
Congressmen should be paid better salaries. This has been debated for some 
time and it is possible that there may be some action on the matter before 
long. 

A Member of Congress receives $15,000 a year. This seems a large sum of 
money to many people who manage to live comforably on far less. But the 
expenses of a Senator or a Member of the House are greated than those of 
ordinary citizens. Frequently they must support two places of residence, one 
in Washington and one in the part of the country which sends them to Washing- 
ton. They are expected to contribute to party campaign chests and to every 
charity. As representatives of the American people at social functions they 
must dress well and clothes are expensive. 

Ideally, a Member of Congress is a man of great aptitude, a leader and an 
outstanding citizen. Reality sometimes falls short of the ideal but it is safe 
to say that most of the Members of the Senate or the House could make more 
money following a profession or filling an executive position in business or 
industry. 

No legislative body in the world has ever been called on to perform more 
vital services. Our Congressmen must decide on the spending of sums of 
money greater than any ever spent by any country in history. Their actions 
and decisions affect the entire world. To attract the kind of people needed to 
this service, salaries at least comparable with those available to them elsewhere 
must be offered. We cannot afford to lose the talent of men who would make 
great legislators because they cannot afford to take the job. 


[The Daily Ardmoreite (Oklahoma), December 14, 1953] 
A Sounp Economy 


The question is being presented to the Congress of increasing the salaries of 
the Federal judiciary and the Congress. Certainly this proposal is sound and 
merits the support of every citizen. Government has become the most vital of 
all of our 20th century endeavors. Never has so much depended upon the proper 
functioning of the various branches of the United States Government. The past 
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years have seen a proper increase in the compensation of those in the executive 
branch, but the judicial and legislative branches are not compensated adequately. 
Frankly, it appears that the matter of compensation is only some 30 years 
behind for these branches of our Government. Our approval of this matter of 
adequate compensation places us beside the American Bar Association and other 
national organizations, all fully cognizant of the immediate need of the best 
men in this our Government and the necessity of proper compensation for their 
services. ‘T'he time has passed when public servants are asked to sacrifice 
everything for a life of endeavor dedicated to making this, your country and 
mine, a better place, a stronger land of democracy and justice. 


[Fairfield (Iowa) Ledger, January 25, 1954] 


Monroe County News: The News hopes the Congress acts favorably and in 
full on recommendations of a public commission which studied salaries of Con- 
gressmen and Federal judges. 

A $15,000 salary for a Congressman is the pettiest type of governmental penny- 
pinching. Particularly for a Member of the House, it means that after he has 
paid his expenses of running for office every 2 years the take home pay is meager 
That situation isn’t good for government. 


{Fairfield (lowa) Ledger, January 25, 1954] 
Better Pay FOR CONGRESSMEN 


Journal of the American Judicature Society : One Congressman told the Com- 
mission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries that he couldn’t vote for a raise 
for himself without displeasing the folks back home. We don’t believe it. 
Much higher salaries for labor leaders have not been begrudged by union mem- 
bers. They have gotten their money’s worth. 

We don’t believe the taxpayers are content for business and industry to con- 
tinue to have first pick of top-flight brains and administrative talent. Govern- 
ment is our biggest business. To hesitate to pay Members of Congress in reason- 
able proportion to what private industry pays those who manage its affairs, 
while expecting them to be responsible for a multi-billion-dollar business, is 
indeed a strain at a very young and undernourished gnat while swallowing not 
just a camel, a herd of elephants. 


eS 
{Tulsa (Okla.) Daily World, December 14, 1953] 
SALARIES OF THE JUDICIARY 


Are Federal judges the forgotten men in Government? 

Now before the United States Senate is a bill, supported by the American 
Bar Association and other similar groups, which would raise the salaries of 
Federal district judges from $15,000 to $25,000. Proportionate increases are 
suggested for United States circuit court judges and Justices of the United States 
Supreme Court. 

To many, the present salary scale for judges seem adequate but witnesses at 
the Senate Judiciary Committee hearings tell a different story. In many 
instances judges have been forced to add to their income by writing or teaching. 
In one instance, the committee was told, the widow of a recent Federal judge 
is now taking in roomers to maintain herself. When Chief Justice Fred Vinson 
died in September he left an estate of $1,100. His widow has no pension from 
the Government. 

Back at the turn of the century, a Federal judge could hold a place of 
prestige in his community with his salary of $5,000. Over the next 25 years 
changes in the way of living, rising costs and an automobile age made it 
necessary to double his pay. Their salaries have been standing still since 1946 
but the incomes of other Federal officials have been raised. United States civil 
servants have had five pay increases, in addition to the usual promotions for 
individuals, since then. 

In 1939 United States district judges’ annual salary of $10,000 meant a buying 
power (after taxes) of $9,628. Currently their buying power is $6,199. The 
proposed $25,000 pay would raise their buying power to $9,493 a year. 
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The total net cost of the proposed increases would only be $2,240,000 a year, 
or a decimal point of 1 percent of the aggregate cost of the Government. 

Unless salaries are raised future selections for the Federal bench will be 
limited chiefly to independently wealthy lawyers or those so unsuccesful in 
private practice, they could not earn even as much as judges are paid now. 

There certainly should be no political reluctance about approving these 
Salary raises. The judges need it and are entitled to it. ; 

Federal judges must look impartially on every question. They must have 
legal insight. The litigation before them ranges from criminal cases to civil 
suits involving millions of dollars; issues involving money, communism, religion, 


education, social welfare, labor relations, ete., all appear before their court 
calendars. 


[Riverside (Calif.) Enterprise, December 26, 1953] 
NEEDED SALARY RAISES 


When the special Commission studying salary increases for Federal judges and 
Congressmen finished its 5 days of public hearings it had heard testimony from 
63 witnesses. The final score showed 60 witnesses favoring a pay raise for 
Congress and the judiciary, and 3 witnesses against it. 

Curiously enough the three witnesses opposed to the salary increases—at least 
increases in congressional salary checks—were all Congressmen. Representative 
Clare Hoffman (Republican, Michigan) seems to have done most of the talking 
against the increases. His stand was based on his own ability to get along 
(“pretty good’’) on his present salary ($15,000) and his fear that there would be 
great popular disapproval if Congressmen bettered themselves while so many 
people were unable to cope with increased cost of living. 

s3ut Representative Hoffman, and the other two opponents of salary raises— 
Representatives Dawson (Republican, Utah) and Burdick (Republican, North 
Dakota )—were certainly not speaking for most of their colleagues, at least those 
who do not have incomes in addition to their congressional paychecks. And 
Mr. Hoffman was undoubtedly overstating his case when he indicated his belief 
that proposed salary increases for Congress and the judges would contribute 
greatly to inflation. 

Judge Bolitha J. Laws of the United States District Court of Washington set 
out the case for the judiciary. Judge Laws, on the bench since 1938, estimates 
that his capital has declined by $40,000 during that time. He has had offers 
from industry which would pay him up to $50,000, but he would prefer to stay on 
the bench. Judges cannot expect salaries comparable to what they might receive 
from industry or in private legal practice, but certainly they can expect judicial 
salaries to be brought more into line with salaries paid men of their ability in 
private life. 

However, the prospects now are that the salary picture will be brightened 
after the special study commission reports to Congress and the President, by 
January 15. The press seems almost solidly behind the proposition of salary 
inereases both for the Congressmen and the judges and various economic and 
professional groups have also given their support. 


{Lincoln (Nebr.) Star, December 25, 1953] 
FORGOTTEN JUDGES 


On one of the few quiet streets of Washington a hearing has been going on 
that failed to make the headlines, albeit it was an important one. It was a 
special commission considering salary increases for Federal judges. 

sy virtue of their calling judges are required to live a withdrawn life. 
They are not represented by aggressive lobbies nor do they spend their time 
striving for material gains. The result has been that they have become the 
forgotten men in a legislative center where push pays off. Their salaries have 
ceased to be commensurate with the importance of their work and frequently 
they are insufficient to meet the present day requirements of proper living. 

There is a connotation of national thoughtlessness in this condition. In a 
country whose guaranties of liberty and justice are based upon the law, judges 
are important citizens. Nothing could do greater harm to our institutions than 
a judicial bench made vacant or starved of talent by our own failure to make 
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adequate provisions for the good occupant. There shouldn’t be much debate 
over the current question of judicial pay. It should only be an appraisal of the 
value of the Federal judiciary leading to a decision of what is required to con- 
tinue the quality of one of our most precious institutions. 


[Detroit (Mich.) Times, January 20, 1954], 
Scary CONGRESS 


Oh, f’evvensake. That Winchellism expresses our disgust with the predic- 
tion that Congress probably will be too timid, in this election year, to vote itself 
and the Federal judiciary a raise. 

Congress should grow up. The country has. A distinguished, disinterested 
Commission has just recommended raises. Judgeships and congressional seats 
should not be attractive only to persons of independent wealth. 

The average American is adult enough to know this. The average Congress- 
man should have more respect for the average American’s intelligence. 


[Florence (S. C.) News, January 29, 1954] 
We’LL Buy, THANK You 


Who said there is no nobility in politics? 

South Carolina’s Washington delegation certainly has been noble about this 
business of more pay. Most have expressed the view that the $27,500 proposed 
by the President’s special commission is too much. 

They deserve a big hurrah—and maybe another vote come election time—for 
their candor. They contend a salary double what they now draw is too much; 
fine, perhaps the Morning News and many taxpayers have been oversolicitous 
of their welfare. 

We respect these gentlemen for their honesty and concern for the tax dollars, 
but we confess to annoyance with the cloying confession of esthetic devotion 
expressed by Representative Robert T. Ashmore, of Greenville. 

“Congressmen are supposed to be public servants of the highest caliber,” says 
Mr. Ashmore. “To me, the high honor of representing my people in Congress is 
worth more than all the salary, whatever it might be.” 

Blowing away that puffy white cloud of purity, we come now to an essential 
point. 

Mr. Ashmore disputes the argument advanced by the Morning News and others 
that higher pay will mean better men in Congress. That contention, he says, 
is “unsound because throughout the history of this Nation many men and women 
have served their country admirably and heroically, often without monetary 
compensation whatever.” 

All right, all right. But it’s a risky way to run a railroad, depending upon 
trainmen’s love of trains to keep the wheels rolling. 

For a man helping to run the world’s biggest business, for a man having a 
hand in the destinies of some 160 million persons, it still seems logical to pay a 
salary commensurate with his responsibilities. 

The taxpaying voters who send men to Washington are buying service for 
themselves, their neighbors, and their Nation. This newspaper prefers to think 
they'd just as soon continue to buy that service. 

With sales slip in hand you can return faulty material for replacement. How 
can you reject a faulty gift? 


{Atlanta (Ga.) Constitution, January 1954] 
ConGress Pay Ratse Is SuRELY JUSTIFIED 


Members of Congress of the United States are in an embarrassing position 
when it comes to salary increases. Any raise they get they must give them- 
selves. Hence any proposal from within in that direction is greeted with 
allegations of self-interest. 

Now comes a Commission from outside Congress to recommend a raise for 
Senators and Congressmen, for their presiding officers, and for Supreme Court 
Justices, 
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an increase. Salary and expense allowances for Congress seem high to the 
average constituent. But the average consituent knows little about the high 
price of living and of entertaining in Washington. 

Furthermore, the national legislator holds a position of great responsibility. 
Surely, he deserves a salary commensurate to that responsibility, as much at 
least as the president of a successful business back home. 

Another argument is that adequate pay to the legislator will make him less 
amenable to the temptation of deep freezes, ete. 

As for the Vice President, the study Commission proposes an increased expense 
account and a Government house. 

Certainly the second highest office in the land merits those considerations. 

The development of a complex Federal Government has made of the Vice 
Presidency a much more important post than it was when Thomas Jefferson 
described it as “tranquil and unoffending.” A Government that can furnish 
quarters for park superintendents and prison wardens should do as much for 
the Veep. 

They say the wife of the present Vice President does her own laundry, which 
is fine. Pat Nixon even repairs leaky faucets because Dick is home so little. 
But after all, the Vice President of the United States should not be expected 
to leave a Cabinet meeting to go home and install a washer or hang out the 
wash. 

Members of Congress may back off from raising their own salaries in this 
election year, although they probably would find the public agreeable to a 
reasonable boost. However, doubling the salary, as the Commission has recom- 
mended, does not strike us as exactly reasonable. 

They can, and probably will, do something about the Federal judges. And 
they should build the Vice Presidency to a position of greater prestige by 
underwriting most of the expenses of the office. 


[Pawtucket (R. I.) Times, January 11, 1954] 


THE JUDGE AND His SALARY 


To Rhode Island representatives in Congress the Rhode Island Bar Associa- 
tion has dispatched a resolution favoring salary increases for Federal judges, 
Members of Congress, United States attorneys and their assistants. 

The resolution memorializing Congress for financial relief is in line with 
the recommendation of the Hoover Commission which, in 1949, recommended 
that to strengthen the whole Government structure, salaries of the major 
members of the executive branch and salaries of the members of the legislative 
and judicial branches be increased. Congress increased the salaries in the 
executive branch but has not granted increases to the legislative and judicial 
branches. 

It is fitting that the Rhode Island members of the bar importune for relief 
of the Federal judiciary because evidence demonstrates that some Federal 
judges have net annual incomes far below those of plumbers, carpenters, 
bricklayers, ete. 

With concern for the social status of a Federal judge, the need for maintain- 
ing in his private life the dignity of his official life, cannot be discounted. We 
do not know that the status of Federal Judge John Knox, of the southern dis- 
trict of New York, is typical but it will serve to sustain the position of the Rhode 
Island Bar Association. 

Judge Knox has made a public revelation of his financial affairs. This is his 
status: his net salary is $6,200 after Federal taxes, New York State taxes, and 
New York city taxes. His net income in 1953 was less than it was 25 years 
ago. From his $15,000 gross annual salary he has been able to save less than 
$1,000, what with educating a daughter and providing care for an ailing wife. 
Another example: Chief Justice Fred W. Vinson who died leaving an estate of 
less than $2,000. 

The inadequacy of salaries for the Federal judiciary is held to be a barrier 
to acceptance by good men of appointment to the Federal bench. The files of 
the American Bar Association show most successful lawyers are unwilling to 
accept Federal appointments because of the low stipends. Thus the conclusion 
is drawn that unless judicial salaries are raised judges must, in the main, be 
selected either from lawyers who have acquired financial independence or law- 
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yers who have been so unsuccessful in practice that their present earnings will 
bear favorable comparison with present Federal judicial salaries. 

In the public interest Federal judges are worthy of sufficient salaries to meet 
their reasonable personal and family financial demands and, to have salaries 
sufficiently high to attract the abler members of the bar, and to maintain high 
judicial standards which have always been demanded of judges. 


[Nevada State Journal, January 16, 1954), 
Fair ENOUGH 


Substantial pay increases for Members of Congress, Justices of the Supreme 
Court and other Federal judges was recommended to the President yesterday by 
a special Commission appointed several months ago by the President to study 
the salary question. 

In the interest of good government the salary increases should be approved 
by Congress although, this being an election year, it is doubtful if either the 
Senate or the House will get around to doing anything about it at this session 
of Congress. 

Federal judicial officers are not as hard pressed for funds as Members of Con- 
gress as they have no campaign costs to meet or traveling to do visiting their 
constituents. But in order to attract the highest type talent for the judicial 
position higher salaries will be necessary. 

Members of Congress, who are praised and damned alternately according to 
what’s going on at the moment, are the mainstay of the American system of 
government. They are entitled to adequate compensation measured by the re- 
sponsibilities and the cost of living in Washington and maintaining a home in 
their respective States and districts. 


[Seattle (Wash.) Journal of Commerce, December 23, 1953] 


PAY OF JUDGES 


“The Chief Justice of the United States draws less salary than the sales 
manager of an average small corporation,” said Dave Beck, president of the 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters, before the President’s Commission on 
Judicial and Congressional Salaries at the opening session of the Commission. 

Drawing upon convictions he formed while a member of the Washington 
State Parole Board, Mr. Beck told the group that “few proposals in public 
life have so claimed my support and attention as has the one intended to bring 
a measure of economic justice to the distinguished members of our judiciary. 
We call upon our leading citizens to dispense justice and yet as a Nation we 
make them the victims of great economic injustice.” 

While applauding the “high caliber of our present judges,’ he emphasized 
that t. eir “devotion and dedicatiou to the public services * * * go far beyond 
what are merited by present financial rewards,” and warned that “we cannot 
always depend on getting that best without adequate financial consideration.” 

Mr. Beck contrasted the static pay level of Federal judges since 1946 with 
five salary increases awarded the Federal service generally. Lack of pensions 
for widows of Federal judges is “shameful,” he asserted, and “is a situation 
completely unworthy of our regard for the high place the Federal bench occupies 
in the life of our country.” 

To remedy the economic injustice done to Federal judges and their families, 
Mr. Beck made three specific recommendations: 

1. An across-the-board increase approaching $15,000 per year for all Federal 
judges. 

2. Provision of allowances for widows of deceased judges. 


3. Establishment of expense accounts consistent with the social and profes- 
sional responsibilities of judges. 

The great majority of thinking people appreciate the fact that the judiciary 
is underpaid. It is time to correct a situation that should have been corrected 
long ago. 


57814—55—__16 
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[Birmingham (Ala.) News, January 19, 1954] 
More PAy FOR UNITED STATES OFFICIALS 


Let Congress go ahead and consider realistically and as objectively and fairly 
as possible a Commission’s recommendation of higher pay for United States 
Senators and Representatives and for Justices of the Supreme Court and United 
States district judges. Even though this is an election year, this important 
matter can be considered, we believe, without excessive political hazard—pro- 
vided it is well considered. The American people realize that these officials 
bear tremendous responsibilities and heavy burdens and expenses. The people 
want good men to serve them. They know that while many sacrifices are made 
in the cause of public service, reliance upon such a spirit can be carried too far. 

A Commission named by the President, the Vice President, the Chief Justice 
and the House Speaker was set up last fall under a congressional resolution. It 
is nonpartisan and included representatives of business, labor, agriculture and the 
professions. It proposed a $12,500-a-year raise to $27,500 for Congressmen, a 
raise in the salaries of the Vice President and Speaker from $30,000 to $40,000, 
plus expense accounts; an increase from $25,500 to $40,000 for the Chief Justice, 
from $25,000 to $39,500 for Associate Justices, and from $15,000 to $27,500 for 
Federal district judges, with comparable raises for other United States jurists. 

Let’s have a forthright consideration of this proposal, with due regard for the 
needs of the country in public service and sound economy. 

Offhand, these proposed increases strike us as pretty bountiful, generally 
speaking, as an all-at-once boost upward, but there’s been long delay in adequate 
facing up to the problem. 


[Huntsville (Ala.) Times, January 15, 1954] 
SALARIES NOW INSUFFICIENT 


Many people may say “it’s too much” when they read the story on page 1 of 
this newspaper concerning pay increases for Members of Congress and the 
Federal judiciary, recommended by a special Eisenhower study Commission. 

But compare, for instance, a Congressman’s present salary of $15,000 to that 
of a corporation executive, where $50,000 is not uncommon. Our Representa- 
tives in Congress are ill paid, when viewed in that comparative light; yet their 
responsibility to make the law of the land can hardly be equaled. 

The same goes for our jurists. Their salaries, too, are woefully inadequate for 
the job they do. They must interpret the law and assure justice for the people. 
Without that justice, democracy would be just another word in the dictionary, for 
it would have little meaning for the people of this country. 

The business world learned long ago that ability comes at a high price. To 
attract and keep a competent and energetic executive, the salary must be suf- 
ficient enough to meet competition. 

The people, in their governments—local, State, and National—have not applied 
the lessons they have learned in their business. To get the mest medical atten- 
tion, they pay a specialist high fees; to get competent legal advice, they pay 
lawyers high fees; to assure good business management, high salaries are paid. 
But when it comes to paying a Government representative, whether he or she be 
councilman, governor, mayor, Congressman, or what, the people depend on the 
prestige of the office to attract the better men. 

Sometimes good men are attracted by prestige; more often they are not. 
Devotion to public service is rare. 

A remedy is needed, not only in Congress and on the Federal bench, which 
are covered by the recommendations presented the President, but in virtually 
every phase of government where the officials are representatives of the people. 


{Mobile (Ala.) Register, December 21, 1953 


This newspaper has repeatedly pointed out—and we are certainly not alone in 
the belief—that the present remuneration of $15,000 for Members of Congress is 
far too low. When one thinks of the enormous responsibilities of the national 
legislators, the long hours of work that most of them devote to their jobs, and the 
necessity in most cases of maintaining two residences, an annual salary of 
$25,000 is anything but excessive. Higher pay in itself will of course not insure a 
better quality of man, but what it can do is help prevent good men from leaving 
their public posts for private employment. 
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[Louisville (Ky.) Courier Journal, January 17, 1954] 
It’s TrME CoNGREsSS Votrep THAT Pay RAISE 


Congress gets today what it has long desired—advice from a special citizens’ 
commission to increase its own pay and that of the Federal judiciary. After 
months of study the Commission, of which Louisville’s Samuel R. Guard is a 
member, suggests that each Senator and Representative get a raise of $12,500 
above his present pay of $15,000, that the Chief Justice get a raise of $14,500 
above his present salary of $25,500 to a total of $40,000 a year, that the Associate 
Justices draw $39,500, and that Federal district and circuit judges get the same 
pay raise as Senators and Representatives—$12,500, bringing their salaries to 
$27,500 and $30,000. 

These recommendations are sound, in our opinion, and Congress, with the 
music of the Commission’s words still fresh in its ears, should lose no time in 
voting the salary increases. They are a little higher than those proposed in 
Senate bill 1663, the measure introduced last year and shyly put aside until 
Congress could hear from the citizens’ commission. But they are merited. And 
if Congress and the judiciary are not to become a rich man’s club, barred to all 
without independent income, the pay scales must be revised healthily upward. 

This conclusion has been supported in the past by the American Bar Associa- 
tion, the Louisville bar, distinguished scholars of government, and a great section 
of the Nation’s press. Now the citizens’ commission says to Congress, in effect, 
“Go ahead—vote for it.” 

The pity of it is that Congress is not likely to have the courage to do so. The 
time for raising congressional and judicial pay, like the time for beginning 
universal military training, it seems, is never ripe. Last year was the Republican 
administration’s first in power, and a pay raise might have seemed overhasty 
for the crusaders for economy; it was deemed better to wait for a citizens’ 
commission to tell Congress what it ought to do. This year is an election year, 
with all 435 Representatives and 32 Senators up for reelection. And there’s more 
talk of a recession, of the need to increase the national debt limit, of more 
defense cutbacks—so fearful politicians in Washington are murmuring that 
“the people” wouldn’t like Congress “giving itself more money,” ete. 

We believe that the people are more reasonable than that, that they want to 
make it possible for our best men to serve their country without the necessity 
for independent wealth or for accepting subsidies from dubious sources. 

The issue, in any case, is a matter of principle, and far more important to the 
welfare of the country than is the electoral fate of any man or group of men 
now holding office. Congress shirked its duty last year, which is why the problem 
seems even thornier now. Delay now will improve nothing. But if the leaders 
of both parties will endorse the citizens’ commission advice, and if individual 
Members of Congress will put the future welfare of the Nation above their 
individual campaign worries, we believes they would be pleasantly surprised 
to find that the ordinary voter, too, agrees with Mr. Gaurd and his fellow 
commissioners. 


[Wilkes-Barre (Pa.) Record, January 16, 1954] 
CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 


By recommending a $12,500 a year pay increase for Members of Congress, both 
Senators and Representatives, a special commission set up to study salary prob- 
lems has gone further than the Congressmen who last year introduced legisla- 
tion on the subject. 

4zast May the Judiciary Committee unanimously reported a bill which would 
have increased the compensation of Members of Congress from $15,000 to 
$25,000 a year. An attempt in the House in April to fix congressional salaries 
at $22,500 was ruled out on a point of order, but in June the House amended 
the legislative appropriation bill to allow Members to deduct the whole of their 
living expenses in Washington when filling Federal income-tax returns. 

The current $27,500 proposal which still awaits congressional action repre- 
sents a compromise. The Commission is divided, some holding that Members 
of Congress should get up to $35,000 a year, some favoring a $25,000 ceiling. 

Other proposed salary increases would give associate judges of the Supreme 
Court $39,500 a year against $25,000 now. The Chief Justice would continue 
to get an extra $500. 
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Federal district judges would also get substantial boosts. Congressmen have 
had no increase since 1946. According to a report of the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee, Senators and Representatives are now worse off financially than they 
were in 1939 when the pay was $10,000 a year. The $15,000 compensation of a 
Member having one dependent and lacking outside sources of income comes 
down to $12,706 after payment of Federal taxes. The committee figures that 
this is worth $6,724 in terms of 1939 purchasing power. An increase to $25,000 
would net the Member $19,164 after taxes. 

When the $25,000 figure was being considered, it was estimated that an in- 
crease of congressicnal salaries to that amount would add only 0.00717 percent 
to the Eisenhower budget of $74.1 billion, and would cost the country only 3.4 
cents per capita. More pay for Congress has the support of former Presi- 
dents Hoover and Truman and was recently given a warm endorsement by 
President Eisenhower—on the ground that the comparatively low take-home 
pay discourages able men from seeking careers in the legislative branch. 
Virtually all organizations working for better government take a similar view. 


[Philadelphia (Pa.) Bulletin, January 17, 1954] 
HIGHER PAY FOR OFFICIALS 


Recommendations of higher pay for Congressmen and Federal judges by the 
United States Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries seem bound 
to stir heated controversy. 

This is more likely to center about the salaries of Senators and Representatives 
than those of the judiciary, because one-third of the Senators and all Members 
of the House face reelection this year. 

The proposal is that Members of Congress and Federal district judges receive 
$27,500 yearly instead of the present $15,000. Raises for members of the higher 
courts, the Speaker of the House and Vice President are also recommended. 
So are changes in expense allowances to make them more realistic. 

The Commission's findings followed long study of the question and numerous 
public hearings. Of the $27,500 for Members of Congress, $2,500 would be a 
tax-free expense allowance. The same amount is now part of their $15,000 pay. 
The proposed salaries, like present ones, would be subject to income tax. 

The recommendations are not out of line with increases which have been 
granted in private busines. It is felt that the higher pay will attract more men 
of competence to public affairs, and make it unnecessary for them to be of 
independent means. Demands made on public servants in the way of travel, 
entertainment and contributions have always been heavy and have not dropped 
through the years. 

Though the raises may not be popular, they are justified; and in the case of 
legislators it is up to the people to pick Senators and Representatives whose 
services will be worth the money. 


ee 
[Baltimore (Md.) American, December 20, 1953] 
JupDGES’ Pay 


There is food for thought in the statement concerning salaries of Federal 
judges made recently by Dave Beck, general president of the International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, to the Commission on Judicial and Congressional 
Salaries. 

Mr. Beck said the high caliber of our present judges prompts them to give 
dedication to public service far above the level indicated by their present finan- 
cial rewards. 

They are drawn, he said, from members of the bar who have made their mark 
in their profession and would be earning $25,000 to $50,000 a year or more had 
they remained in private practice. 

These judges have had no pay raise since 1946, as compared to five raises in 
the Federal service generally, the union official said, adding that the judges 
have suffered greatly from the inflationary increases in cost of living, compared 
with other professional leaders. 

He said he knows of cases in which Federal judges’ widows were obliged to 
take in boarders to make ends meet, and termed the facts “shameful.” 
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The Chief Justice of the United States gets less pay than the sales manager 
for an average small corporation and has no expense account, Mr. Beck asserted. 

He proposed to the Commission that’an increase of “near $15,000 a year” be 
made in the pay of Federal judges, that “an appropriate widows’ allowance” be 
provided and that adequate provision be made for expense accounts of the judges, 

The present pay scale ranges from $25,500 for the Chief Justice of the United 
States down to $7,000 for some Territorial jurists. 


[Quincey (Ill.) Herald-Whig, January 20, 1954] 
CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 


One Congressman told the Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries 
that he couldn’t vote for a raise for himself without displeasing the folks back 
home. We don’t believe it. Much higher salaries for labor leaders have not been 
begrudged by union members. They have gotten their money’s worth. We don’t 
believe the taxpayers are content for business and industry to continue to have 
first pick of topflight brains and administrative talent. Government is our big- 
gest business. To hesitate to pay Members of Congress in reasonable proportion 
to what private industry pays those who manage its affairs, while expecting them 
to be responsible for a multi-multi-billion dollar business, is indeed to strain at 
a very young and undernourished gnat while swallowing, not just a camel, a 
herd of elephants. 


[Pueblo (Colo.) Chieftain, January 23, 1954] 


CONGRESSMEN SHOULD VoTE SALARY RAISES 


Election year fears of what the folks back home might think raises doubt 
whether the Members of Congress will vote themselves an officially proposed 
$12,500-a-year pay raise for every Member. 

A nonpartisan 18-member committee has reported that Senate and House 
Members have been “grossly underpaid” for a long time and should raise their 
own salaries from $15,000 to $27,500. We are in accord with this recommenda- 
tion. 

The new salary figure is none too high for the work they do and the expenses, 
they incur, but even a $22,500 compromise figure would be a minimum. 

Congress last raised its own salaries in 1946—from $10,000 to $12,500, plus 
$2,500 for expenses. In addition each Member gets $3,000 knocked off his 
income, for tax purposes, to help compensate for the expense of maintaining one 
home in Washington another in his district. Prior to this increase, they had 
none for 15 years. 

The Commission estimated all the proposed new increases would cost the 
taxpayers $11,336,500 a year. The lawmakers would pay back $4,000,000 of this 
in income taxes, however. 

There is real cause for concern in the number of men who feel they must 
leave public office, or decline to accept it in the first place, because the income 
from a post in private business would be considerable larger. 

It is our candid opinion that Members of Congress in all fairness should ap- 
prove the salary raises. It should make them happier both in mind and pocket- 
book, and withal, stimulate the public servants to do a better job in their law- 
making labors. Because of constitutional restrictions no Member of the House 
or Senate today could receive any salary increase. He would have to be elected 
again. 

One Congressman told the Commission on Judicial and Congressional Sal- 
aries that he couldn’t vote for a raise for himself without displeasing the folks 
back home. We don’t believe it. Much higher salaries for labor leaders have 
not been begrudged by union members. They have gotten their money’s worth. 

We don’t believe the taxpayers are content for business and industry to con- 
tinue to have first pick of topflight brains and administrative talent. Govern- 
ment is our biggest business. To hesitate to pay Members of Congress in reason- 
able proportion to what private industry pays those who manage its affairs, 
while expecting them to be responsible for a multi-multi-billion-dollar business, 
is indeed to strain at a very young and undernourished gnat while swallowing, 
not just a camel, a herd of elephants. 
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[Decatur (Ill.) Review, January 18, 1954] 
Goop CONGRESSMEN WorRTH THE MONEY 


Sealed down but still. substantial pay raises for Congressmen and Federal 
judges appear a certainty. 

The original recommendation by a special committee for a $27,500 annual gross 
income may be cut to around $22,000 when floor debate starts. Congressmen 
presently draw $15,000 in salary and expense money. 

Slowly but surely most of the objections to the proposed pay raise are being 
overcome. 

One of the few Members of Congress who objects to the increase says, for 
example, that higher congressional salaries would be reflected in a demand for 
higher salaries in private industry, setting off another round of inflation. 

That seems to be reverse logic, however, for the idea is to bring congressional 
salaries to somewhere near the scale for industrial executives, thus attracting 
better men to the legislative Chambers and Federal benches. 

Another objection is that Congress is in session only about 6 or 7 months 
and that the Members do too much “horsing around,” and participate in too many 
junkets. 

That accusation is, unfortunately, true in the case of a few Members. Some 
are overpaid at the present salary rate. But an intelligent, conscientious Con- 
gressman will work the entire year in the service of his country, in and out of 
session. 

To attract more Members of this caliber, a pay raise seems appropriate at this 
juncture. It is false economy to pay “peanut” salaries to men and women respon- 
sible for spending billions of dollars annually. 


[Alton (Ill.) Telegraph, January 18, 1954] 
INCREASING PAy OF CONGRESSMEN 


Though to the ordinary salaried person the pay of Members of Congress may 
seem sufficient, in all fairness it must be conceded that Members of Congress are 
poorly paid for their services. To begin with, it costs so much to get elected 
to Congress, and secondly, to live in Washington, it is difficult for any Congres- 
sional Member to live on his income. 

Many an honest servant of the public has found it necessary either to obligate 
himself to outside interests or to give up striving to live honestly on a Congress- 
man’s salary. Not the least of the complications troubling a Member of Con- 
gress is the expense of entertaining constituents who happen to drop in on them 
at Washington. If it costs so much for a Member of Congress to work there, 
then there seems to be no proper argument against our public servants collecting 
as much as it costs them to live. The only barrier to a salary rise is the fact that 
the Congressmen must raise their own pay and they fear opposing publie 
sentiment. 


——_—__—_ 


[Moline (Ill.) Dispatch, January 29, 1954] 
RAISE FOR CONGRESS 


A special Commission in Washington is considering the question of whether 
Congressmen should be paid better salaries. This has been debated for some time 
and it is possible that there may be some action on the matter before long. 

A Member of Congress receives $15,000 a year. This seems a large sum of 
money to many people who manage to live comfortably on far less. But the ex- 
penses of a Senator or a Member of the House are greater than those of ordinary 
citizens. Frequently they must support 2 places of residence, 1 in Washington 
and 1 in the part of the country which sends them to Washington. They are 
expected to contribute to party campaign chests and to every charity. As 
representatives of the American people at social functions they must dress well 
and clothes are expensive. 

Ideally, a Member of Congress is a man of great aptitude, a leader, and an 
outstanding citizen. Reality sometimes falls short of the ideal but it is safe to 
say that most of the Members of the Senate or the House could make more 
money following a profession or filling an executive position in business or 
industry. 
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No legislative body in the world has ever been called on to perform more 
vital services. Our Congressmen must decide on the spending of sums of money 
greater than any ever spent by any country in history. Their actions and deci- 
sions affect the entire world. To attract the kind of people needed to this service 
salaries at least comparable with those available to them elsewhere must be 
offered. We cannot afford to lose the talent of men who would make great legis- 
lators because they cannot afford to take the job. 


[Chicago (Ill.) Tribune, January 20, 1954] 
CONGRESSIONAL PAY 


Members of Congress fear that if they vote themselves big salary increases, as 
recommended by a Presidenial Commission, they will displease the voters. The 
fear is justified, and the Members of Congress have nobody but themselves to 
blame. 

Because of their actions, Federal taxes continue to take a large part of every 
man’s earnings. Because of the actions of this Congress and its predecessors, 
the purchasing power of the dollar has been cut in half. How can the Congress- 
men expect to be rewarded as good and faithful servants? 

The arguments for higher salaries are familiar. The last increase was in 1946 
and meanwhile nearly all American workers have received substantial pay 
boosts. Unless Congressmen are paid at least as much as they could earn in 
private occupations, it will be harder to find competent men to run for Congress. 
If Congressmen are well paid, there is a chance that the Senate and House will 
contain more statesmen and fewer stooges for organizations trying to loot the 
Federal Treasury. 

These arguments might be persuasive if every voter got a letter from his 
Senator and Congressman saying: 

“DEAR CONSTITUENT: I need a pay boost. My living expenses, like yours, have 
doubled because of the shrinkage in the value of the dollar. Also, I am obliged 
to return a large part of my income to the Government, just as you must do. 

“TI promise that if my pay is increased, I will make every effort to reduce 
Federal spending so that the budget can be balanced, the value of the dollar 
stabilized, and taxes reduced. I favor no increase in subsidies, pensions, foreign 
handouts, or boondoggling Government projects that would result in further 
destruction of the value of the dollar. 

“T want to conduct the Government’s business so that my salary and yours will 
not have to be increased every few years to meet the higher cost of living.” 

Such promises, if kept, would be well worth $7% million a year, the esti- 
mated net cost of the proposed congressional pay increases. There is, of course, 
every justification for the proposed increase in the pay of Federal judges, 
whether congressional pay is raised or not. 


[Cincinnati (Ohio) Enquirer, January 21, 1954} 
A SENSIBLE INCREASE 


It has been clear for some years that Members of Congress should draw 
more pay. They have to stay in Washington most of each year, and therefore 
have to maintain two homes, of some sort. Washington is not an inexpen- 
sive place to live. They have some entertainment obligations, no matter how 
little their interest in social life. 

It does not follow, however, that their pay should be boosted from $15,000 
to $27,500, as recommended by an advisory commission. Nor does that much of 
an increase necessarily seem warranted for Federal judges. 

There are two ways to approach the question of proper pay for legislative 
and judicial officials. One is to decide what salaries such officials would get 
in private industry or the professions. Superficially, this method seems the 
right approach. But it is impossible. 

Some Members of Congress doubtless could get $75,000 a year as lawyers 
or businessmen. Others could not go back to their home towns and earn even 
half of what they now draw as Congressmen. 
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Furthermore, there is no way of comparing the responsibilities of legislators 
and business executives. And pay has a different function. In business— 
and conspicuously in the Hollywood entertainment world—salaries are an in- 
centive and a mark of prestige. But men do not run for Congress in order 
to make money. Nor does the prestige of being a Member of Congress stem 
from the pay attached. 

It is impossible, therefore, to arrive at any figure that would give Congress- 
men the same income they would be earning in competitive private life. And 
if such a figure were settled on, possibly $35,000, it would mean that most 
aspirants to Congress would be motivated by the desire to make money. That 
would not bring as good men into Congress as we have today. 

There is another way to approach the problem, however. That is to de- 
termine how much income a Member of Congress actually needs, in order to live 
in a dignified and comfortable style and do his work efficiently. At a rough 
guess, this might work out as the present salary, $12,500, plus an expense allow- 
ance of $10,000 instead of the present $2,500. In other words, it would be a 
boost from $15,000 to $22,500. 

Some such pay arrangement should enable a Congressman and his family to live 
suitably. 


{Elyria (Ohio) Chronicle Telegram, January 18, 1954] 
CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 


An 18-man commission in its report to President Eisenhower on Friday recom- 
mended that Representatives and Senators in the next Congress receive $27,500 
a year which is a considerable increase over the present pay of $12,500 and an 
expense account of $2,500. 

Mr. Eisenhower has expressed himself as being in favor of a “substantial” 
increase for his friends on Capitol Hill but the exact amount he has in mind 
was not mentioned. While the Members of Congress have been hoping for a 
higher rate of pay there is considerable difference of opinion on a sum as large 
as $27,500. Some Members of Congress have already expressed the opinion that 
the amount is too high. 

There has been a discussion of the pay of Congressmen for many months and 
the hope has often been expressed the salary would be increased to a point 
where citizens of the highest caliber would seek election to Congress. 

It will soon be 7 years since the last adjustment was made in congressional 
pay. During that period millions of constituents of Congressmen have had 
several pay adjustments. The cost of living has increased for Members of 
Congress far beyond the average. A Member of Congress must maintain 2 
homes and 2 offices. There are many extra expenses that naturally go with 
being a Member of the Congress of the United States. It is no secret that the 
obligations of some Members have exceeded their means. Financial burdens 
shrink the monthly pay checks and there is not much the Member can do about 
it. He has an important position to maintain so he has to make the trip between 
his constituency and Washington quite often. He must meet certain obligations 
at his own expense and it does not take long for the cost to reach a sizable 
amount. 

It must not be forgotten that the congressional salary of $12,500 and a $2,5 
expense allowance are subject to Federal taxes. In 1952 an appropriation bill 
was passed to allow each Member the first $3,000 of living expenses. The balance 
of pay comes under the regular income tax rules. 

The commission also proposes pay hikes for the Vice President, the Speaker, 
and members of the judiciary. The pay recommendations of the commission 
are; 


Proposed 


Salary now 
alary no amount 


Vice President and Speaker - -- 

Senate and House Members 

Chief Supreme Court Justice 

Associate Supreme Court Justice 

Justices of Courts of Apveal and Claims_.- 

Tax, Customs, and United States district courts 





1 Includes $2,500 in expenses. 
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We read not long ago a statement that the average Member of Congress now 
must spend close to $20,000 a year to meet all of the demands which must be met. 
Recommendation of increased pay was made after consideration of many factors. 
It is not always the salary that deters capable persons from running for Congress. 
There is the uncertainty of more than 2 years in office and the necessity of en- 
gaging ina campaign every 2 years to hold the job. 

It is generally agreed that because of conditions which cannot be controlled by 
Congressmen an increase in salary is logical. 


[Asheville (N. C.) Citizen-Times, December 20, 1953] 
INSUFFICIENT COMPENSATION 


Faced with the complex and somewhat embarrassing problem of high salaries 
for its Members (and for judges), Congress through some alert Member now 
approaches the question in businesslike and impartial manner. A Comission on 
Judicial and Cngressional Salaries will go into all the issues involved, filing its 
report January 15. The Commissioners were appointed by President Eisenhower, 
the Chief Justice, the President of the Senate, and the Speaker of the House. 

If public office is public trust, a saying much older than the Cleveland cam- 
paign of 1884 in which it was a slogan, it is equally true that the laborer is worthy 
of his hire. The Commission, now at work, will undertake to determine what the 
new salary scales should be in the light of the following considerations: com- 
parable income earned by persons in private life, the financial sacrifices involved 
in going into public service in Congress or the judiciary, and the unusuai expenses 
that must be incurred by Members of Congress and judges. 

Everybody agreed in 1946 that the salary of $10,000 for Members of Congress 
was almost ludicrously too small. Most of the Representatives and Senators 
must maintain residences in Washington and at home. They are allowed one-way 
travel expense home, but they pay for their political campaigns. They are the 
supposedly elite and well-heeled for every campaign seeking funds for a good 
cause. And they are not overlooked by the party money gatherers who are not 
modest in-suggesting liberal donations. 

If a Member of Congress holds back in entertaining his friends from the home 
district: well, that is politically expensive and likely to make Washington tenure 
uncertain. Federal judges likewise have no exemption from many of the ex- 
penses unknown in private life. 

The present congressional salary of $15,000 includes the tax-exempt expense 
account of $2,500. This understandable double-talk in remuneration ought to 
be discarded and outright salary, in keeping with the high office of congressional 
service, adopted 

Every sound reason for consistent salaries for Congressmen applies also to com- 
pensation for the Federal judiciary. In some instances, State judges are better 
paid, although a Federal judge may well ask to hear more argument showing 
cause why he is supposed to hold an office of less dignity, less public trust, and 
public responsibility. 


[Southern Pines (N. C.) Pilot, December 11, 1953] 


No More THE STINGY EMPLOYER 


What is an adequate reward for service rendered? Who knows? If you 
reply: “It all depends,” that doesn’t answer the question. Professors get paid 
less than fancy hotel chefs; the man who designs a great structure gets far less 
than many of the men who help to build it. The farmer, who works harder than 
anybody, often has nothing at all to show for it at the end of the year. 

In the field of government, lobbyists, working to get bills passed for special 
interests, get more money than the Congressmen who write the bills and are 
trying to decide about their worth as measures of government. 

A good many people are paid a lot higher for their services than Congressmen, 
or Federal iudges. We bracket the two because they stand together in a bill 
that is pending in Congress to raise the pay of these two groups of public serv- 
ants. Similar previous measures have had a rough time because of their very 
nature. To legislate about yourself is a ticklish business: It is a bit hard to go 
home to the folks and say that you, whose wages they pay, have just voted to 
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raise your own salary. Congressmen have fought shy of the measure while at 
the same time eyeing it with inexpressible longing. 

For the lot of the Congressman is not an easy one from a financial standpoint. 
Even the recent raise in 1946 to $15,000 is inadequate for most Congressmen, who 
have to keep up 2 dwelling places, besides entertaining the home folks, doing 
a lot of traveling and campaigning and always a certain amount of contributing 
to this or that cause in the name of good will. The so-called Richard M. Nixon 
expense fund, of GOP campaign fame, represents the kind of temptation the 
Congressman is subject to under present conditions, a temptation that should 
be removed by passage of the bill now pending. 

The present bill is the result of study by a commission chosen by a 4-man 
board, appointed by the Senate, of which the President is 1. It has the backing 
of the American Bar Association and should have that of a public who will 
not be satisfied in the role of the stingy employer when it comes to rewarding 
those they have chosen to help administer the laws and run the big concern that 
is the United States of America. 


[Greensboro (N. C.) News, January 23, 1954] 


GivE THEM A RAISE 


The Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries chose a poor psycho- 
logical moment to recommend substantial salary increases for public officials. 
But such increases, in fact, are long overdue. 

This applies for Members of Congress (now drawing $12,500 plus $2,500 
expenses) as well as Federal judges (a district court judge draws $15,000 
annually). Reeommendations of the 18-man study commission probably are 
higher than Congress will adopt—especially in an election year. (Pay for 
Congressmen and district judges, for instance, would jump to $27,500.) 

But certainly salary scales for Congressmen and judges are out of line with 
their prevailing earning power in other fields and with their job responsibilities. 
Some doubt exists whether better salaries actually would attract abler men to 
Government service; usually factors other than salary strongly affect -such 
decisions. 

But on the basis of fairness alone some “upward revision” (as Congressmen 
discreetly call it) are justified. The generous increase recommended by the 
special study commission now gives Congress a good opportunity to get behind 
some compromise figure between that maximum and the present salaries. 


[Indianapolis (Ind.) News, January 19, 1954] 
Mickry McCarry Says 


Fellow taxpayers: Most folks we know wouldn’t hesitate a minute to vote 
themselves a salary increase if they had the power to do so. But Members of 
Congress, who have that power, seem a bit reluctant to use it. 

Their coyness and bashfulness seems to be prompted by the fact that all 
Members of the House and one-third of the Senate will be up for reelection in 
the fall and think it’s a little dangerous to vote themselves a salary raise in 
an election year. This year a Congressman has to think twice or three times 
before he votes on any question in order to weigh its effect in November. 

Report—The 18-member commission named some time ago by President Eisen- 
hower to study not only the salary problems of Members of Congress but the 
Federal judiciary as well, has just made its report and has found that Congress- 
men and judges have been grossly underpaid, and has recommended they do 
something about it. The Commission also recommended raises for the Vice 
President and the Speaker of the House. 

The Commission also favored a Government-provided mansion for the Vice 
President and a further study of pensions for widows and dependents of officials. 
At present there is no pension for survivors of Federal judges. There was some 
difference of opinion in the Commission on the size of the increases. Some 
thought Senators and Representatives should get $35,000 a year and some 
wanted a $25,000 ceiling, and they agreed on a compromise of $27,500. 
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Solution?: The Commission felt the higher salaries would be a means of assur- 
ing the Nation top-flight leadership. Some Congressmen who are opposed to the 
increase are standing righteously on the ground that we won't get better men in 
office just by raising salaries. There may be some truth in that but it’s not the 
whole story by any means. 

We've had good men leaving both Congress and the Federal bench because 
they couldn't afford to live on Government pay. And we've undoubtedly had 
many good men who shied from seeking office because they couldn’t afford to 
give up private salaries for lower public salaries. While salary raises won't 
guarantee good men, they would at least remove one barrier that keeps some 
good men from taking public jobs. 

Too low: There hasn’t been any doubt for a long time that congressional and 
Federal judiciary salaries have been too low. Congress hasn’t had a raise for 
nearly 8 years—since 1946, when it raised its own salaries from $10,000 to 
$15,000 a year ($2,500 of that in expense allowances). About the only way 
some of them have been able to get by on that amount has been by supplementing 
their income through magazine articles and public speeches. 

Current reports from Washington are the majority of Congressmen think the 
Commission’s recommended figure of $27,500 may be a little high. They think 
$20,000 or $25,000 would not be out of line for men who have to keep up two 
homes, travel frequently at their own expense, live on standards commensurate 
with the dignity of the office and run expensive political campaigns. 


{Newport News (Va.) Press, January 21, 1954] 
ON WAGE AND QUALITY 


It may sound strange in an era of demands for more—and more—Government 
economy, of protests against high taxation, to endorse recommendations that 
public officials’ salaries which look fairly good to the ordinary man be increased. 
Nevertheless there is a good deal of sound reasoning behind the report to Presi- 
dent Eisenhower by a special commission that the salaries of Congressmen, Fed- 
eral judges, and the Vice President be raised very materially. 

That reasoning is fairly simple: the kind of pay these men draw at present 
is not sufficient to attract candidates between the socioeconomic extremes of 
the very wealthy and the incompetent man who seeks relative affluence from the 
compensation paid such officials. In other words, it is a question of getting 
the kind of men we want to make our laws, and the kind of men we want to 
interpret, and adjudicate rights under, those laws. 

This Commission has recommended that Members of Congress receive an- 
nual salaries of 27,500 a year, instead of their present compensation of $12,500 
plus a nontaxable $2,500 expense account. It recommends that Justices of the 
Supreme Court receive $39,500 a year, with $500 more for the Chief Justice, 
instead of their present $25,000 ($25,500 for the Chief Justice) ; and other Fed- 
eral judges $27,500 instead of the present $15,000. There are some other recom- 
mendations, but these are the main ones. 

Can't a Congressman live on $15,000 a year? Well—remember the campaign 
flutter over a contribution of about $20,000 above salary Vice President Richard 
M. Nixon got from his constituents while in the Senate?—much of which 
was used, however, for political purposes. Nor is it altogether a question of 
whether a man will live as cheaply as he could live. Society demands things 
of a man in such a position others can do without. How about judges? The 
high honor and prestige, the security of lifetime tenure, count for a great deal; 
but so many, Many qualified lawyers can earn many times the present salaries 
in practice—in their offices or before the bar. 

We don’t want to have our laws made, our national business handled, either by 
a bunch of plutocrats or by a bunch of fellows who couldn’t make a decent liv- 
ing at anything else. We don’t want our bench populated by poorly qualified 
lawyers. That is the answer, and the reason for the special commission’s recom- 
mendation. Whether quite as much as this group has recommended is neces- 
sary may be debatable; yet it points out that Congressmen would be getting, in 
purchasing power, only about $1,400 more than in 1939—and judges, actually 
less. It is time for Congressmen to think about these practical matters more 
and about the possible cold shoulder at home less—and act. The issue isn’t 
money, even though a little more economy would be welcome. Nor is it votes. 
It is good government. 
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[Cincinnati (Ohio) Post, January 16, 1954] 
RIEGELMAN BACKS CONGRESS RAISE 


The proposal to raise congressional salaries and expense funds Saturday 
was thoroughly approved by Harold Riegelman, defeated Republican candidate 
for mayor of New York. 

Mr. Riegelman, in Cincinnati to speak at the Isaac M. Wise Temple annual din- 
ner at the Netherland Plaza Sunday, explained that present salaries require too 
great a personal sacrifice for Congressmen. 

A Presidential Commission has urged Congressmen to vote themselves an 8&3 
percent pay increase, lifting their salaries to $25,000 annually. It also suggested 
a $25,000 expense account annually. 

The difference between salaries to be earned in private life and those possible 
in public life is too great, Mr. Riegelman said, and tend to discourage “men of 
modest means” from public life. 

Mr. Riegelman said he felt the actual salary increase was a bit high, but 
thought the expense raise should be larger since many Congressmen have to pay 
their staffs out of their own pockets. He also endorsed the proposed raise for 
Federal judges from $12,000 to $14,500. 

Before the dinner, services will be held at 5:30 p. m. at the temple commemo- 
rating the 100th anniversary of Dr. Isaac Wise’s arrival in this country. 


{Los Angeles (Calif.) Times, December 19, 1953] 
PAY OF JUDGES AND LAWMAKERS 


The question of pay increases for Federal judges and Members of Congress 
is being considered by a special Commission, which the 83d Congress set up 
last August to look into the matter of whether or not they should get a raise. 
Nobody who is or ever has been a Congressman or Federal judge can be a 
member, and the Commission is made up of representatives of agriculture, 
labor, and business and professional groups in equal number. 


OPINIONS SOUGHT 


This Commission has taken the unusual and perhaps unprecedented step of 
inviting expressions of opinion on the subject, not only from witnesses appearing 
before it but from citizens and taxpayers who, as individuals or spokesmen 
for groups, may wish to write the Commission on Judicial and Congressional 
Salaries, 101 Indiana Avenue NW., Washington 25, D. C. 

Testifying before the Commission this week, Attorney General Brownell pro- 
posed that the salaries of Federal judges be raised by $106,000 and those of 
Senators and Representatives to $25,000 a year. This is presumed to represent 
the Eisenhower administration’s viewpoint. 

Federal district judges now receive $15,000 annually, circuit judges $17,500, 
Associate Justices of the United States Supreme Court $25,000, and the Chief 
Justice of the United States $25,500. They must pay Federal taxes like the 
rest of us, so that the blanket $10,000 increase, if granted, would represent a 
take-home net increase of about $5,000 for Chief Justice Warren and his asso- 
ciates. 


FINANCIAL SACRIFICE 


It cannot be argued that the integrity of a judge is measured by his salary, 
but it is obvious that many lawyers make far larger sums in private practice and 
that to maintain the high quality of the Federal bench too great a financial 
sacrifice should not be demanded. The judiciary is the branch of government 
on which our rights and liberties finally depend, yet its cost amounts to only 
one-thirtieth of 1 percent of the Federal budget. The proposed raise, which 
3rownell argued would give Federal judges “only slightly less relative purchas- 
ing power than in 1939,” would cost the Nation an additional $2,500,000 net. 
It would seem to be money wisely spent. 

A compelling case can be made for increasing the pay of Congressmen, also, 
though some complicating factors arise. They are currently paid $12,500 annual 
salary, plus $2,500 expense funds. 
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INTERRUPTING PROFESSION 




























As a Member of Congress, by definition, represents his home State or district 
in Washington, he faces the necessity of maintaining two residences. It may 
also be observed that permanence in the Congress is the exception rather than 
the rule, and election to public office involves the risk of interrupting a remunera- 
tive business or profession and after a few years having to pick up the pieces 
of a private career. High-caliber men often are discouraged from seeking elec- 
tive office for this reason, though we doubt that the amount of the official stipend 
makes an honest man crooked or vice versa. 

Some Congressmen, of course, have private incomes to supplement their sal- 
aries, or try to earn some by speechmaking or other activities outside their official 
duties, but the men who make our laws should not be required to do this, nor 
to consider necessity before propriety. Whether the full amount of $25,000 is 
justified is debatable, but the thoughtful citizen will acknowledge that the 
pressures of inflation and taxation affect his Congressman as well as himself. 

However, as they undoubtedly anticipated in creating a special Commission to 
judge the merits of a salary increase rather than deciding it themselves, Con- 
gressmen who vote themselves a raise will be subject to terrific pressure from all 
classes of Government employees to do the same for them. The Civil Service 
Commission, a Defense Department board, and several congressional committees 
are currently studying the pay scales of Federal civil servants and members 
of the Armed Forces, and their findings will probably come before the next session 
of Congress. 


[Uniontown (Pa.) Standard, December 17, 1953 
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Members of Congress may be a little skittish about the indelicate idea consid- 
ering political implications in next year’s vital election, but we hope, never- 
theless, they overcome their trepidations and vote themselves a salary increase. 

In any package wage hike they may consider, the Federal judges should not be 
forgotten, of course. 

Presently a Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries is holding 
hearings on the financial plight of our Congressmen and judges and the testimony 
supports a conviction we’ve expressed from time to time during the past few 
years that the country must start paying men of stature and ability enough to 
attract and to keep them in both congressional and judicial chambers. 

Congressmen now get $15,000 a year, of which $2,500 is tax exempt. Federal 
judges get $15,000 a year with increases up to $25,000 for United States Supreme 
Court Justices. 

But it isn’t enough. 

Anybody smart enough to be a Congressman or a judge and assume the heart- 
breaking responsibilities of office is smart enough to earn twice or thrice as 
much in private industry or private professional practice. 

That’s about the meat of the case presented to the special Commission and 
needless to say it coincides rather neatly with rational thoughtfulness about the 
subject. 

In Government, as in business and industry, you get pretty much what you 
pay for. It’s a tribute to public-spirited attitudes of many of our competent 
lawmakers and jurists that they are willing to accept financial sacrifices to serve 
the interests of their country. 

These sacrifices should not be necessary. 

Nor should it be necessary for the country to scrape the bottom of the barrel 
for people for public service in the World’s Capital where, as history is being 
made daily, men of talent and capacity and integrity are needed as they have 
never been needed before. 

A proposed salary increase of at least $10,000 has almost unanimous approval 
of witnesses appearing before the commission. These witnesses represent almost 
every segment of American economic life—business, agriculture, labor, gov- 
ernment. 

Undoubtedly the Commission will make just such a specific proposal when it 
reports the result of its findings to Congress the first of the year. 

We'd like to see Congress act on it—favorably. 

In the long run the lawmakers would be doing themselves and the country 
a great service. 
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{Hackensack Bergen (N. J.) Record, January 21, 1954] 
THe CONGRESSMEN’S Pay 


If you've been having a tussle with your conscience and your envy over this 
question of Congressmen’s voting themselves pay raises in carload lots, maybe 
you'll welcome a point from which to start thinking impersonally. 

The Journal of the American Judicature Society proposes one such point. 
The editors of the journal say they can’t believe that, as one Congressman told 
the Committee on Judicial and Congressional Salaries, the folks back home 
would resent self-voted raises. 

“Much higher salaries for labor leaders have not been begrudged by union 
members,” says the journal. ‘“Uhey have gotten their money’s worth. We don’t 
believe the taxpayers are content for business and industry to continue to have 
first pick of topflight brains and administrative talent. Government is our 
biggest business.” 

If we want responsible men, then, we’d better be prepared to pay the going 
rate for them. 

That's one starting point. Then the chairman of the Hackensack chapter of 
the National Federation of Independent Business is polling his small-business 
membership here on an aspect of the problem we haven't seen discussed before. 
A. Alan Leveen, the chapter officer, says an increase is obviously warranted. 
The mere fact that Congressmen must maintain two homes and incur living 
expenses twofold is cause enough. That's not the question. He wants his mem- 
bership to vote on adding this rider to the salary-increase legislation: “On con- 
dition that a law be passed stipulating that all Federal officials must publish 
their income-tax returns in the Federal Register each year.” 

Mr. Leveen thinks the reasons for such a rider are obvious; if it had existed 
at the time, former Congressmen May and Thomas might not have done what 
got them into trouble. And it is his belief that invasion of privacy is not a 
factor; a public official's life and the life of his family. including their income, 
should be an open book. In a real pinch, as witness Mr. Nixon’s coast-to-coast 
confession, there's no effective privacy anyway. 


[Pittsburgh (Pa.) Post Gazette, December 18, 1953] 
Pay RAISE FoR CONGRESS? 


Plain logic is all on the side of raising the pay of Congressmen and Federal 
judges, as the hearings this week of a special Commission should make clear 
to the public. 

A Congressman now makes $15,000 a year, with $2,500 of that tax exempt. 
That is normally a good salary. But the Congressman’s life is not exactly 
normal. He usually has to maintain 2 homes, 1 in Washington and the other 
in his district. He has, given our system, to make occasional trips to and 
from his district—if he intends to keep his political fences in prudent repair. 
He has, moreover, virtually a full-time job in Washington and so cannot, as in 
the days before big Government, carry on a brisk private business with only a 
3- or 4-month absence each year to make laws. 

Simply, for the kind of life he must lead, for the amount of work he should 
do, and for the responsibility he carries, the Congressman is underpaid. Several 
Witnesses have asked that his pay be boosted by at least $10,000 a year, for a 
minimum total of $25,000, none of it tax exempt. That does not sound out of 
line. 

Likewise, a good case can be made for boosting the pay of Federal judges. 
Their pay ranges from $15,000 for the Federal district level to $25,000 for the 
Supreme Court Justice. Whether the raise for judges should come to the flat 
$10,000 that has been suggested is something for the Commission to decide. But 
what must always be kept in mind is that this country may have an increasingly 
hard time attracting proper men to the judiciary when they, in private business, 
could make 3 or 4 times as much. 

The public might be better disposed to increase congressional pay, however, 
if this were accompanied by firm rules against Congressmen engaging in certain, 
though not all, kinds of outside endeavors. There is no reason, for example, 
why Congressmen, if they were suitably paid, should continue to carry on 
private law practices. Government touches so many aspects of life today that 
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it is difficult indeed to draw the line between simply representing a client and 
acting as a lobbyist for a special interest. 

Congressmen have been known to accept retainers from private industries 
having a direct stake in the outcome of certain legislative matters. That is 
bad and ought to be stopped. A substantial increase in legislative pay would 
make it easier and even more proper for Congress to stop it. 


[St. Joseph (Mo.) Gazette, January 21, 1954] 
CONGRESSIONAL Pay 


Representative Usher L. Burdick, North Dakota Republican, seems to be one 
Member of Congress who isn’t enthusiastic about the proposal to raise the pay 
of our national lawmakers. The gist of his remarks the other day was that a 
great many Congressmen—he said “most,” which makes his statement somewhat 
drastic—actually are overpaid on the basis of their present salary and really 
don’t have a pay raise coming. 

The North Dakotan declared that Congressmen do a lot of stalling in the first 
place, and even the half-year or so that they are at work many Members aren’t 
too conscientious in attendance, and the moment the 4- or 5-month recess starts 
take a junket tour to Hawaii, Europe, or somewhere else. He added with some 
vigor that “50 percent of the Members couldn’t make back home what they are 
cetting here.” 

Undoubtedly Mr. Burdick has some basis for his criticism of his fellow legis- 
lators, although the number of overpaid Members probably is far less than he 
believes. The point is, though, that the same thing could be said of some Con- 
gressmen whether the salary was cut in two or doubled. 

Representative Clare Hoffman, Michigan Republican, takes another approach 
to the proposed increase, which is justified in part on the premise that higher 
pay would attract a higher caliber of candidate to seek election to the House 
or Senate. He denies this, arguing that persons run for Congress because of a 
desire to serve the country and not to get rich. 

The Hoffman argument will not stand up, because few Congressman save 
enough of their salaries to make themselves even well-to-do. However, on the 
other hand, no public officeholders should be expected to suffer financial loss. If 
our public officials are to be limited to the point where only wealthy persons can 
afford to run for office, we have defeated one of the most important objectives of 
a democratic government. 

Affirmatively, we might put the situation this way: Members of Congress 
should be paid enough to permit them to live at a standard we expect Congress- 
men to maintain; one in keeping with the dignity of their office, but neither a 
substandard nor superstandard of living. The general view of most Congressmen 
seems to be that the present salary of $15,000 to year, considering a long list of 
unavoidable expenses, is not enough. 

We agree with Mr. Hoffman that the proposed pay raise would mean no great 
improvement in the caliber of the officeholder. We agree with Mr. Burdick that 
some Congressmen today are overpaid. But these are matters for voter selection 
and action. In our system of Federal Government, Congress takes what the 
people send to Washington—and has to like it. 


[St. Louis (Mo.) Post-Dispatch, January 18, 1954] 
WHERE More Pay Is DUE 


It is about as safe as bet as you can get that Members of the House of Repre- 
sentatives—all of whom must run for reelection in the fall—will not vote them- 
selves the proposed $12,500 pay increase. Even the Senators—only one-third of 
whom must submit to the ordeal of the ballots—are likely to reduce the recom- 
mended figure. 

Some increase in congressional pay can be justified because of high expenses, 
and to keep membership in the National Legislature reasonably attractive. How 
much present salaries can be raised without insuring that the new pay will go 
to successors rather than to themselves will have to be weighed on the delicate 
scales of the politicians’ sensitivity to public sentiment. 
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It is to be hoped, however, that this reluctance will not be extended to the 
proposed increases in the salaries of the Federal judiciary. It is reasonable, for 
example, that the Supreme Court Justices should get $39,500 a year—with an 
extra $500 for the Chief Justice—and that there should be relatively comparable 
increases for the judges of the lower courts. 

This is not merely a matter of avoiding too great a disparity between judicial 
incomes and those of the lawyers who argue in the courts, but also an acknowl- 
edgement of the heavy workload carried by almost all Federal judges—a fact not 
too well known to most of us. 

So we leave Congressmen to their own consciences, but we hope that they will 
not apply the same preelection neasuring rod to the judges. 


[Kansas City (Mo.) Star, January 16, 1954] 


VALID Boost ror HIGHER PAY 


If Members of Congress are dubious about voting themselves increased pay in 
a campaign year they can now point to the recommendations of a special Com- 
mission set up to study the question. They can also take refuge in the fact that 
the Commission’s report went to the President, not themselves, and that the 
added pay suggested would go to members of Federal judiciary as well as the 
legislators. 

This is neither new nor startling business. The higher pay was recommended 
years ago, independently of Congress and the judiciary. At the same time better 
compensation was recommended for the President, members of the Cabinet and 
other top officials in the Government. In 1949 Congress voted the additional pay 
for the executive group but stopped short of looking after itself and the Federal 
judiciary. 

It is simply an evening up of the score that is now proposed by the special Com- 
mission with the full endorsement of the President. For more than 7 years, 
while the costs of living and other expenses were steadily rising and while wages 
and other pay were being moved up, the salaries of Congress Members and the 
judges were being held at the same level. For the Members of Congress espe- 
cially there is the further urgency of pay that would attract the most able talent 
available. 

The total compensation of Senators, House Members, and Federal district 
judges is now $15,000 a year. This pay is fully taxable. The Commission pro- 
posal is an addition of $12,500 a year, bringing the total to $27,500. Appeals 
court judges would be moved up from the present $17,500 to $30,500, while 
Supreme Court Justices would be advanced from $25,000 to $39,500 with $500 
extra for the Chief Justice. Increased es pense and other allowances, not speci- 
fied, also are recommended for the Speaker of the House and the Vice President. 

The ground here has been threshed over many times. Just about all the argu- 
ments against the added compensation are political in nature. Where such 
arguments come from the outside they can be more readily understood. It is not 
so easy to see the force of them when they originate with Congress itself. There 
was n> public outery but rather a feeling that the just thing had been done when 
the higher pay was voted for the people over in the executive department. Con- 
gress shouldn’t be so squeamish about its own Members and the Federal judiciary. 


[Winston-Salem (N. C.) Journal, January 20, 1954] 
FEDERAL SALARIES 


The proposed pay raise for Congressmen and Federal judges appears to be 
well ad ised in principle. There remains a question as to the precise amount 
that salaries should be raised. 

The present congressional salary of $12,500 plus $2,500 in expenses may seem 
to many to be high compensation. Yet the public must appraise the caliber of 
representatives serving the public and what amount of salary is going to be 
necessary to get zood men and women to go to Washington. The same principle 
holds true in setting the salary of judges. 

It may be possible to get a bargain-rate Congressman or a reduced-price judge. 
But we may get only what we pay for. Sometimes the hard facts of economic 
life, such as making enough money to support a growing family, determine 
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whether or not an able citizen will consent to run for Congress. Living in 
Washington is usually more expensive than living at home; besides that, there 
are campaign expenses—and elections come up every 2 years, 

It is impossible to set a real value on the service of a good Congressman. 
Such a man could be worth $100,000 a year, or more—or he could be worth 
nothing. The real task is to give adequate compensation to men and women of 
ability when they serve their constituents and serve the Nation. It is equally 
imperative that the Federal judges should be paid salaries commensurate with 
their experience, responsibility, and the dignity of the office. 


{Houston (Tex.) Post, January 25, 1954] 


Bruck BARTON SAYS: ADEQUATE PAY FOR CONGRESS WOULD PREVENT BANKRUPT 
DEATHS LIKE VINSON 


(By Bruce Barton) 


When I was a freshman Member of Congress, Fred A. Vinson, later Chief 
Justice of the United States, was a leading Member, liked and respected on both 
sides of the aisle. 

It was said he died leaving assets of only a little over $7,000 and debts of 
$6,000. Sad, but not surprising to those of us who know what happens to the 
finances of Congressmen. 

My first intimation of their financial problems came from my wife. She took 
very seriously the social obligation of calling on the wives of older Members. 

Sometimes she found the wife of a prominent Member living in one room, 
cooking family meals over a gas burner in the closet. Some wives sent down 
word they would meet her in the lobby; they did not want anybody to see where 
they lived. Others were absent, working as secretaries in their husband's offices. 

The reasons for all this are obvious. First of all, a Member of Congress must 
be elected every 2 years. The expense of an election campaign is $3,000 min- 
imum, and often as much as a whole year’s salary. 

Second, Congress used to meet only a few weeks each year. A member could 
leave his family at home, and have a good deal of time to give to his own pro- 
fession or business. Today’s far greater problems, national and international, 
require almost year-round sessions, which means that a Member must maintain 
2 homes. 

So any member, serving a long time, finds himself growing poorer and poorer. 
It is no uncommon thing for a man to be casting a vote on a billion-dollar appro- 
priation at the moment when his own biggest financial worry is an unpaid grocery 
bill. 

If you have read the Constitution of the United States, you will recall that 
it begins not with a discussion of the presidency or the Supreme Court, or the 
Senate, but by defining the qualifications, manner of election, and powers of 
the House. The House came first in the minds and hearts of the Founding 
Fathers—the body closest to the people, the cornerstone of our freedoms. 

The pay is higher than it used to be, but it should be enough to attract and 
hold the very best of our citizens ; and to assure them at least that they will not, 
like Fred Vinson, die broke. 

One final thought, Spengler, in his frightening book, The Decline of the West, 
predicted—as one of the signs of the “decline’—that parliaments everywhere 
would lose their independence and their powers. This has happened already 
in a large part of the world. It must not happen here. 


{Greensboro (N. C.) Reeord, December 21, 1953] 


SHORTSIGHTED EcoNoMy 


Testimony of a Federal judge before a Commission in Washington studying 
judicial and congressional salaries effectively dramatizes the fact that the dis- 
trict jurists should be better paid. 

Some of the highlights of the testimony of Chief Judge Bolitha J. Laws of the 
United States District Court are as follows: When he went on the Federal 
bench in 1938 he had to resign from two clubs, fire his maid, and take up law 
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teaching as a sideline. Despite these economies he had to spend in the next 15 
years $40,000 more than he earned, these funds coming from his savings built 
up during years of private practice before he accepted the Federal appointment. 
Now 62 years old, his annual take-home pay, based on a salary of $15,000, is 
$1,000 less than it was when he was 29 years old and practicing law. At that, 
he said, he was much more fortunate than many other Federal judges. 

The country is indeed fortunate that there are such men as Judge Laws, men 
who are willing to sacrifice the financial gain which comes with their private 
law practice in order that they might render a necessary service in the judicial 
system of the land. But at the same time, it is obvious that such sacrifice 
sught not to be. It is certainly too much to expect that any man of such high 
and responsible position should go on performing his duties at a loss to himself 
and his family year after year. 

That is not the only wrong involved. Not all highly capable potential Federal 
judges are willing to make the sacrifices which go along with the judgeships. It 
is probable that not enough such highly qualified lawyers can be found to fill all 
of the 318 Federal judgeships. The result would be the appointment of some 
second-raters, and in such cases it is not the judges theniselves who are wronged, 
but the public which they serve, or at least that portion of it which finds 
itself in Federal courts, either in the capacity of defendants in criminal cases 
or litigants in civil actions. 

Economy in Government is wholly to be desired and most of the effort in that 
direction has our unqualified support. But economy, like everything else, calls 
for a wise evaluation of expected results. There are instances where too much 
economy is shortsighted and foolish. We think the present low salaries of the 
judges is one of them. 


[Lexington (N. C.) Dispatch, December 8, 1954] 
BETTER PUBLIC SERVICE PAY 


Most citizens will recall what a struggle it was to put over in North Carolina 
a constitutional change that would permit members of the legislature to be 
paid enough to approximately care for their legitimate expense during a legis- 
lative term, provided the legislature can get through with its necessary business 
within the prescribed limits of a regular term. Too many people had the idea 
that going to the legislature is a sort of distinction that the member should be 
willing to bear largely out of pocket. Fortunately, the time came when a majority 
of our citizens took a more reasonable attitude and finally passed an amendment 
to raise the pay. 

Congressmen have the legal right to fix their own pay, and Congress can raise 
the salaries of its Members at will. But the politics of it usually frightens a 
majority of our lawmakers, who fear that if they vote justifiable raises they 
will draw primary opponents who will campaign on the issue. 

The matter has been batted around in recent years while expenses of Members 
of Congress have run ahead of the salaries provided. In order to try and allay 
the political dangers, Congress finally passed a resolution providing for appoint- 
ment of a Commission of 18 ot make recommendations on salaries of Members 
of Congress and Federal judges, who also are on low pay compared to the time 
and ability expected and required from a holder of this high office. No Member 
of Congress, former Member, judge or former judge may serve on the Commission. 

The Lexington Bar Association has passed a resolution heartily recommending 
that the salaries of all Members of Congress and Federal judges be increased by 
$10,000 a year. It is presuméd that bar associations all over the country are 
taking similar action. All Federal judges are lawyers and most Members of 
Congress come from the profession. Hence the lawyers of the Nation understand 
that men of legal ability who go to Congress or serve on the Federal bench as a 
rule could earn more clear money in private practice. And certainly they feel 
that these offices should attract the interest of citizens capable of earning more 
than the present pay, a great proportion of which is eaten up in necessary 
expenses not provided by available public funds. 

It is observed that such great independent newspapers as the Washington Post 
and the Louisville Courier-Journal have been vigorously supporting the proposed 
increases. 

It is appropriate to add here that Congress should also increase the pay for 
Federal district attorneys. The compensation here seemed adequate, but Attor- 
ney General Brownell has laid down a hard and fast rule that district attorneys 
can have no connection whatsoever with the private practice of law. 
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[Duluth (Minn.) News-Tribune, December 17, 1953] 
CONGRESSIONAL, JUDICIAL PAY INCREASES JUSTIFIED 


George Meany, president of the Amertean Federation of Labor, favors a 
$10,000-a-year pay increase for Members of Congress and for Federal judges. 

Fair-minded people will probably agree by quite a majority. Some of them 
will stand by Meany in favoring this pay increase who do not agree fully or at 
all with his argument that this will meet the “need to maintain and attract 
those best fitted to serve.” 

We have had some fine Representatives, Senators and judges at salaries gen- 
erally conceded to be less than they really needed for the standard of living 
which prevails in official life. And there have been a few—fortunately no more 
than a few—who would have been overpaid at the established minimum for 
any worker whose products figure in interstate commerce. 

A straight increase, subject to taxes the same as similar additional income 
gained by anyone in private life, would not cost the Treasury any thumping 
sum. It might increase the competition for some elective offices. It might 
widen the field of possible appointees to Federal judgeship vacancies as they 
occur. Time will tell. 

But public opinion should look for something in return. All pay-raise bene- 
ficiaries should be urged to put some of the additional money into life insurance, 
as breadwinners in a more humble station of life are expected to do. 

Any Member of Congress who regards the raise as additional money for 
campaign expenses ought to be reminded, if there is some way to do so, that he 
misunderstands the purposes of the raise. Public tolerance of “kickbacks” of 
pay by workers in congressional offices, or of the employment of a cluster of 
relatives—a tolerance already near the vanishing point—might well cease 
altogether. 


[Greenville (Tex.) Herald, January 17, 1954] 
CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 


The Eisenhower administration believes that our Congressmen and Justices 
of the United States Supreme Court are getting too little remuneration for 
their services. The cost of living has gone up, beyond a doubt. Their salaries 
haven't. 

Raising salaries at this time is a little bit embarrassing to Members of Con- 
gress, who must vote their own salary increases. Every Member of the House: 
of Representatives, one-third of the membership of the Senate must go up for 
reelection this year. The administration has suggested a raise to $27,500 a year 
for both Members of Congress and Supreme Court Justices. That would be a tre- 
mendous jump, and the Congressmen are not likely to go that far in an election 
year, notwithstanding pretty well developed voter opinion that they are entitled 
to more than they are getting. 

It’s a far cry from the days of the First Congress to the 83d. There was a 
discussion before the First Congress about Congressmen’s salaries. Members of 
that body finally arrived at a salary of $6 a day. The Commission on Judicial 
and Congressional Salaries dug that up last week and quoted from the delibera- 
tions. 

It was argued by the First Congress Members that the compensation should 
“not be made an object for indigence to pursue” but also should “not be so low 
as to throw the business of legislation into the hands of rich and aspiring nabobs, 
but such as to compensate a man in the middle grade of life.” 

There could be no better rule today, no better guide in setting the salaries of 
Congressmen who now admittedly are not receiving enough. There’s a lot of 
difference in the purchasing power of $6 today and more than 160 years ago. 
Nevertheless, the Founding Fathers provided the measuring stick. And it 
wouldn’t be at all surprising to learn that if the same rule were foNowed in set- 
ting the new salaries it would just about provide for the upkeep of ‘a. Congress- 
man in the same style intended by those who first set the salary. 
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{Vernon (Tex.) Record, January 19, 1954] 
BETTER Pay For IMPORTANT PUBLIC OFFICIALS 


One of the questions up for consideration in the present session of Congress 
is a proposal to increase salaries of Members of Congress, Federal judges, and 
Cabinet officials, and provide additional allowances for the Vice President and 
Speaker of the House. It is proposed to raise the salaries of Congressmen and 
Senators from $12,500 to $27,500. Supreme Court Justices would get a raise of 
$14,500. An official residence would be provided for the Vice President and 
increased allowances for entertainment and other expenses would be made for 
both the Speaker and Vice President. 

The recommendations were made by a special committee appointed to study 
the matter and report to Congress. What is to be done remains to be seen. 
No bills have been introduced and the lawmakers may be a trifle shy about voting 
a raise for themselves with elections coming up this fall. 

However, there is no doubt about the need for additional compensation for 
the men and women in charge of the biggest business in the world. Certainly 
most of those who occupy these offices could make more than their present 
salaries. A salary of $12,500 a year in Washington is far from big money. 
Living costs are high. Income taxes must be paid. And a person in politics is 
expected to be a liberal contributor to good causes and do a great deal of 
entertaining. When a Congressman’s constituents come to town he is expected 
to pick up the check for luncheons, dinners, theater parties or what have you. 
Then there is the cost of being elected. Campaigns are expensive and if a 
Congressman or Senator accepts very much financial assistance he runs the risk 
of being pilloried in the press and over the radio as the hireling of special 
interests. 

All in all, it is not an attractive job from the financial standpoint. Some say 
if salaries are increased the offices will attract better talent and the people profit 
through obtaining the services of more capable officials. That may or may not 
be the case. Certainly it is not the most important reason for making some 
increase. It should be made because the taxpayer ought to meet the general 
level of salaries for executive personnel. Nobody ought to be asked to make a 
great deal of financial sacrifice to serve in a public office. 


[San Antonio (Tex.) Light, January 29, 1954] 
SALARIES OF LEGISLATIVE, JUDICIAL OFFICIALS Too Low 
By Fulton Lewis, Jr. 


Washington, January 29.—A Member of Congress or a Federal district judge 
is a highly important person in our form of Government. He helps to shape 
policies and decisions having vital effects on the life and well-being of every 
American. 

We would be infinitely better off as a Nation if we recognized this fact and set 
salary scales for our legislators and judiciary accordingly. In view of their 
importance, we certainly do not want these positions so circumscribed income- 
wise that they would be sought or accepted only by persons with outside income, 
or those whose capabilities are not sufficient to enable them to earn that much in 
private enterprise. 

This exactly what is happening under present salary scales. Judges are leaving 
the bench and returning to private law practices because they cannot care for 
their families in a manner they deem proper on a district court salary of $15,000. 
Members of Congress, paid a $12,500 salary, are retiring from the political area 
for the same reason. 

This is the problem that was uppermest in the collective mind of the 18-member 
special Commission on judicial and congressional salaries when it recently sub- 
mitted its report recommending substantial pay increases for these 2 branches 
of our Government. 

It proposed the salaries of Members of Congress and of lower Federal court 
judges be raised to $27,500. Salaries of Federal courts of appeals judges would 
go from $17,500 to $30,500; Supreme Court Justices from $25,000 to $39,500. The 
Vice President’s expense allowance would be increased, because his official and 
social responsibilities have “multiplied astronomically.” 
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To the low-income American struggling to make his hourly wages cover the 
bare necessities of life for himself and his family, these present salaries in them- 
selves appear astronomical. He regards $12,500 as an astronomical figure to be 
yearned for but rarely achieved, or even approached, 

Yet to a person of the stature which should be commanded by a Member of 
Congress or a Federal district judge, $12,500 or $15,000 in this day and age is a 
low income. They see friends and acquaintances in private business enterprises, 
or a comparable social and educational status, earning thousands of dollars more 
and enjoying the benefits of those added dollars. 

A Congressman also receives in addition to his salary, $2,500 a year as an 
expense allowance. This makes his income even more desirable to our average 
hourly wage workers. But consider : 

1. Most Congressmen must maintain two residences, one in their home district 
and one in Washington. No one can argue against the costliness of this practice. 

2. Congressional allowances cover the cost of only one round trip annually 
between Washington and the legislator’s home district. 

Most Members make several trips home each year, and would be severely criti- 
cized by their constituents if they failed to do so. It may cost a legislator from 
the West up to $300 or $400 per trip. 

3. Substantial sums must be spent in caring for constituents coming to Wash- 
ington on business or vacation trips. If Joe Doakes, a block or precinct party 
worker back home, comes to the Capital on a vacation trip with his family, he 
probably visits his Congressman, whom he has met at party rallies once or twice; 
usually, he expects the Congressman to at least take him to lunch in the House 
restaurant. This becomes an expensive proposition. 

Judges, of course, do not bear these added financial burdens; neither do they 
receive the added $2,500. But judges as a group are expected to be several cuts 
above the average; a Federal judgeship is supposed to be a reward for distin- 
guished work as a practicing attorney. 

What kind of reward is it to ask an individual who has achieved success and 
recognition in the legal field, and is earning $20,000, $30,000, $50,000 or even 
more per year, to don the robes of a Federal judge at $15,000 or $17,500? Not 
much. 

We want the legislators who pass on laws governing every phase of our life, 
to be sincere and conscientious men of top stature who will act on the basis of 
what they deem to be the honest welfare of the Nation; we do not want political 
hacks looking for a soft berth who will act on the basis of what they think will 
benefit.them most politically. We want the same high-type persons to sit on 
Federal benches to interpret and adjudge those laws. 

To get such men, we must offer adequate inducements. We are not doing 
so now. 


[Cleveland (Ohio) Plaindealer, January 18, 1954] 
CONGRESSIONAL PAY 


The question of the pay of Congressmen and Federal judges has arisen again, 
as a result of the report of the Commission named to study the matter. 

The Commission has recommended that Representatives and Senators alike 
be paid $27,500 a year. They now receive $12,500, with a $2,500 expense account. 
It was further urged that the salaries of the Vice President and Speaker of the 
House be raised from $30,000 to $40,000 a year, and that a little White House 
be provided for the Vice President. 

Additional salary boosts were recommended for the Chief Justice of the Su- 
preme Court, from $25,500 to $40,000 a year; Associate Supreme Court Justices, 
from $25,000 to $39,500; justices of courts of appeal and claims, from $17,500 to 
$30,500; and for tax, customs, and United States district court judges, from 
$15,000 to $27,500. 

President Eisenhower has expressed himself as being in favor of substantial 
pay raises for Congressmen. 

An increase no doubt is justified, but since this is an election year, the possi- 
bility of voting the full amount recommended by the Commission is reported to 
be doubtful. 


Few Congressmen are able to get along on their salaries. A $12,500 salary 
with a $2,500 expense account must appear to be substantial and fair remunera- 
tion. But the expenses of a Congressman or Senator need to be considered. All 
have to maintain 2 residences, 1 in their district or State, and another in the 


Capital, whether it is a house, a hotel suite, or just a sleeping room. 
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Because of this situation, few Congressmen are able to meet all their expenses 
with the salaries they receive. To make both ends meet, either they have to 
have a private income or supplement their income with lecturing or writing. 

The salary setup of our national legislators should not be so that they either 
have to be men or women of means, or be forced to seek outside work to keep 
from going into the red. 

We believe the citizenry would be sympathetic to a pay raise, even in this 
election year, and that the Congressmen should not feel unduly sensitive about 
voting themselves a boost. Whether it should be the amount recommended by 


the Commission is a question that the appropriate congressional committee 
should decide. 


{Warren (Ohio) Tribune Chronicle, January 18, 1954] 
RAISES FOR PUBLIC SERVANTS 


A special Commission of industry, labor and farm leaders has recommended 
pay raises for Congressmen, Supreme Court Justices and other Federal judges. 
For the Justices, the figure proposed is $14,500 a year; for the others, $12,500. 

We think raises are justified because of higher living costs and greater de- 
mands on these public servants. Whether the Commission’s figures are proper, 
public debate through hearings and popular reaction should determine. 

It is up to Congress to make the adjustments, if any are made, and most 
discussion will center on whether Congress should increase its own pay. 

Members of the House and Senate now receive a salary of $12,500 a year plus 
a tax-exempt expense account of $2,500. The Commission’s recommendation is 
for $27,500 a year. 

On paper, the $15,000 now paid may seem a great deal. But it must be 
remembered that Congressmen maintain a home in Washington as well as in 
their constituencies; they must—or naturally do—make several trips between 
their homes and the National Capital each year (while being recompensed for 
only one), and they are called upon for expenditures which private citizens do 
not have, in meeting those they serve, in special calls for charity and in seeking 
election. 

Most Congressmen interviewed by the Associated Press were quick to say a 
$27,500 salary would be none too high for the work they do and the expenses 
they face. Their original reaction to the proposal, however, also was political: 
Will the voters go for it in an election year? 

The election year part of it shouldn’t be a consideration at all; if voters 
strenuously object to anything, they aren’t going to forget it because it was done 
a year before an election date. 

There has been some flip criticism of the pay-raise proposal, and snide 
remarks to the effect that Congress should hand itself bushels of farm surpluses 
rather than coin, if there is to be an increase. 

But salary figures should be fair and just to those who serve, and should be 
such that the best candidates will be encouraged to run. The congressional 
salary figure isn’t fair and just now. 


[Dallas (Tex.) News, December 19, 1953] 
PAy FOR CONGRESS AND THE JUDICIARY 


The News feels that both Federal judges and Congressmen need higher salaries. 
The judicial salary does not fit judicial duty or responsibility. 

Congress needs a raise for another reason—extracurricular demands on the 
office. The average Congressman must maintain two homes. This is expensive, 
but it is good for the American system of government, because it gives the Con- 
gressman a tie with home base. When a Congressman gets too wedded to 
Washington, he ought to be divorced from office. 

In one real sense, Congress has caused the salary squeeze now pinching tightly. 
For many years it approved blank checks of Federal spending, and the blank 
checks sent the cost-of-living index upward. 

Congressional pay should be raised to the dollar level equivalent to the $7,500 
salary of Congress in 1932, which Congress, itself, deemed adequate. Congress 
needs to be kept aware constantly of its responsibility for the inflated dollar. 
Let its pay be raised to meet it, but lag behind it. Everybody else’s pay does. 
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It is important that the Congressman not be obligated to any constituent ; 
that he have reasonable provision for extracurricular activity which may or may 
not be essential but is unavoidable. Congressmen are besieged with entertain- 
ment necessities and little niceties, most of which are demanded by folks back 
home who will probably cuss their raise. 


{Red Wing (Minn.) Republican-Eagle, January 18, 1954] 
ConeGrREss NEEDS A PAY Boost 


An 18-man Commission appointed by President Eisenhower to study the ade- 
quacy of salaries paid Congressmen and Federal judges has come up with rec- 
ommendations that the present salaries paid these public servants be very 
materially increased. The Commission feels that the present annual salary 
of $15,000 ($12,500 salary, $2,500 expense account) paid our Representatives 
is grossly inadequate. A pay boost of $12,500 is suggested. A similar increase 
in salaries paid Federal judges is strongly urged. 

The Commission members believe that the annual cost of these salary increases 
would cost the American taxpayer $7,508,793, which is a relatively small amount 
as governmental appropriations go. We are of the opinion that the recom- 
mended salary increases are in order and that the public would approve any 
action our legislators took to bring their take-home pay up to the level of 
remuneration which men of similar responsibilities and capabilities in other fields 
of action enjoy. 

If the men who serve us in Congress could live the lives that most of us do, 
they could get along well enough on what they are now paid—but they can’t. 
Because they have to spend so much of their time in Washington, they must rent 
or buy homes there. And still they can ill afford to pull up hometown stakes 
and move permanently to the Capital City. So our Senators and Representatives 
are saddled with keeping up establishments both in Washington and in the dis- 
tricts from which they were elected. 

Minnesota’s Governor C. Elmer Anderson or Wisconsin’s Governor Walter 
Kohler (the former gets paid $15,000, the latter $14,000) seldom have folks 
drop in on them at lunchtime. Not so with our Senators and Congressmen. 
There is a stream of visitors from the home districts stopping in to visit or 
discuss business with them and ideals of American hospitality being what they 
are, our elected officials obligingly pick up the tab for lunch or dinner countless 
times during the year. This all costs a barrel of money, for Washington res- 
taurants charge far more for a ham-and-egg sandwich than do local eating 
places. 

Office expense allowances for Congressmen are insufficient, too, and most 
legislators have to dig into their pockets to pay for extra secretarial help just 
so the many letters they receive get an intelligent and courteous answer. And 
when one of our public servants—Vice President Nixon, for instance—accepts 
financial help from his constitutents to keep his office going, he is frequently 
criticized. 

The men we send down to Washington to do our chores shouldn’t be over- 
paid—the honor bestowed on them should be compensation for the opportunities 
for personal profit they pass up when they accept public service. But they 
should not be penalized either. Too many worthy men are forced to give up a 
political career so that they can send their youngsters to college, afford a well- 


earned vacation, or provide for a comfortable old age—at present salary 
rates. 


[Duluth (Minn.) News Tribune, January 19, 1954] 


NATION CAN’T AFFoRD CONGRESS PAy SQUABBLE 


Inflation, helped by our changing manner of living, has presented Congress 
with a fascinating and dangerous task. 

For a long time informed observers have been urging pay increases for the 
Vice President, for Congress and for Federal judges. Last week a Commission, 


reporting to President Eisenhower, recommended rather large increases in all 
these salaries. 
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Most of the embarrassment centers about the proposed increase in congres- 
sional salaries. Those who make the decision will be the beneficiaries, except 
for those who may not be on the rolls when the raises take effect. 

Several Members say they are satisfied with the pay they now get. They 
point out—hbefore others:do it for them—that they knew about the pay when 
they asked for the job. They observe that any of them can resign any day he 
finds the burdens out of proportion to the satisfaction he derives from the work. 

At least one Member, Representative Burdick, Republican, of North Dakota, 
says Congress is overpaid now, and contends that half the Members couldn't 
make as much back home as they now do in Washington. 

This sort of talk does not alter the fact that many Members find they simply 
cannot do all that is expected of them on the current salary of $12,500, with 
$2,500 additional for expenses. 

A proposed boost to $27,500 is more than is needed, and will irritate a good 
many voters. But the country can afford a substantial raise for all these officials. 


[St. Paul (Minn.) Pioneer Press, December 22, 1953] 
ADVICE FOR CONGRESS ON Pay OF ITS MEMBERS 


At the last session of Congress a National Commission was set up to recom- 
mend a new salary scale for Senators, Representatives and Federal judges. It 
is to hold public hearings in Washington December 15 to 17 and will report its 
recommendations to Congress in January. 

This procedure will help take Congressmen “off the hook” on the politically 
difficult problem of raising their own salaries. Present remuneration of Sena- 
tors and Representatives is $12,500 a year plus a $2,500 tax-free allowance, in 
addition to their regular expense allotments. 

Adequate salaries are important in encouraging qualified persons to enter 
publie office. Also, officials who are reasonably well paid in accordance with 
their responsibilities are not as easily tempted by offers of favors which might 
influence their actions. 

It is therefore in the public interest to have Members of Congress members 
of the judiciary and other officials properly compensated. The report of the 
Commission will help Congress to decide what increases should be made. 


[Pittsburgh (Pa.) Sun Telegraph, December 26, 1953] 
On the Scene in Washington 


“EAsy MARKS” IN CONGRESS 
By George Dixon 


WASHINGTON, December 26.—All but a handful of the 531 Members of Congress 
seem to be in favor of raising their wages from $15,000 to $25,000 a year. They 
figure they can use the extra 10 G’s for salve to poultice the places where they 
get bitten. 

No people in the world have the bite put on them so avidly and persistently 
as our Senators and Representatives. 

Unless a person has served in Congress he cannot have the slightest idea 
how our elected Representatives get panhandled. They are considered fair 
game by everybody, deserving and undeserving. A citizen in any other walk 
of life can ring himself with some protection against the beggars, borrowers, 
and gypsters, but the Congressman none. 

He may be pretty sure that the plausible fellow who says he’s the favorite 
nephew of the hometown political leader is a phony, but he nevertheless obliges 
the fellow with a quick “loan” so he can get home for Christmas. There’s 
always the 100 to 1 chance that the “borrower” is genuine. 


“BITE”? AT EVERY TURN 


I never thought the time would come when I'd think that a man making 
$15,000 a year was an object of financial pity. But since I’ve seen the way 
Congressmen get clipped for deuces, fins, and sawbucks I’ve undergone a radical 
change of mind. 
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The bite is particularly bad now, and not just because of Christmas. Wash- 
ington is full of ex-Federal jobholders who've been reduction-in-forced. Most 
of them are patronage wards of Congressmen. So these jobless ones put the 
bee on their Senators and Representatives at every turn. 

A sharpster worked a whole State delegation just the other day. He went to 
every one of the State’s Senators and Representatives and “borrowed” $10 from 
each so he could get home to his dying wife for Christmas. This State has a 
big representation in Congress. The operation netted the louse more than $200. 


THE “‘SAD’’ STORY 


His stunt of working a whole delegation is commonplace. A few months ago 
1 fast worker “borrowed” his way through 3 State delegations before they got 
onto him. 

This next is sheer coincidence. A Congressman just phoned me on another 
matter, but after we had washed up that subject, I asked what else was new 
with him. 

He laughed hollowly : “I’ve been a patsy again. This time for $50.” 

He said the most honest-looking gentleman he had ever seen came to his 
office and introduced himself as the brother of the leading clergyman in the 
Congressman’s hometown. He explained, apologetically, that he found himself 
faced with the disagreeable necessity of borrowing $50 for a few days because his 
clergyman-brother had wired him to fly home at once to direct the church's 
Christmas tree entertainment. 

“Well,” I said consolingly, “You'll undoubtedly get it back.” 

“No, I won't. Iremembered too late this this clergyman has only sisters.” 

Rich Henry Morgenthau was a great cab fare borrower when he was Secretary 
of the Treasury. FDR used to borrow cigarette money from Secret Service 
men and reporters. They tell me Calvin Coolidge was quite a borrower but that 
he always paid back fast. 

There’s also an ironic angle to our Congressmen beseeching a $10,000 raise. 
In any 7 minutes they vote more than their combined yearly salaries to provide 
free public baths for Egyptian camel drivers. 


Cn 


{Philadelphia (Pa.) Bulletin, December 20, 1953] 
More PAy FOR CONGRESS ADVOCATED 
By Ralph W. Page 


A Commission appointed by the Chief Justice, the Speaker of the House, the 
President and the Vice President is holding hearings, and will report upon the 
advisability of increasing the salaries paid Congressmen, Federal judges and 
United States attorneys. 

The necessity for a considerable increase in the pay of these public servants 
is manifest. The Congressmen and judges of the lower courts now get $15,000 
a year, and the Supreme Court Justices $25,000 with $500 additional for the 
Chief Justice. 

Three facts stand out like a sore thumb. These salaries at the present pur- 
chasing power are not equal to more than $7,000 and $12,000 in 1929. In other 
words actual remuneration has decreased in the interim. This pay is far below 
that received by competent individuals in private business. And worst of all, 
the result is that these positions cannot enlist the service of first class citizens 
without considerable sacrifice which many cannot or will not make. 

A survey has determined that the typical Congressman actually spends about 
$3,000 a year more than he gets. And the job becomes more exacting, of longer 
duration, and of greater importance to the national welfare every year. 

There is great complaint that Congress does not attend to its business, that it 
is manned by too many incompetents, and that the Members spend too much time 
politicking and not enough legislating. 

All this is true. And much of it is the result of a too stingy allowance for 
the job. 

Senator McCarran introduced a bill last session to increase the pay of Congress- 
men and the judiciary by $10,000 and to give the Chief Justice a total of $40,000. 

This is so reasonable an essential that it is supported before the Commission 
by a great preponderance of witnesses, including the American Bar Association, 
the American Federation of Labor, the Grange, ete. 
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This being the case, what is the obstacle? Why the hesitation? 

The answer is that Congressmen are up against the specious and demagogic 
competition of a class of aspirants for their posts who consider the salary a 
bonanza. So the cry goes up that with an unbalanced budget these Congressmen 
go in for a “grab.” This has been the perpetual cry ever since Congress first 
started on a per diem basis of 6 percent. This was denounced as a prime chance 
for a man to stay away from home, go to the theater and drink fine wines. As 
the Boston Globes points out: “In 1873 what was termed a ‘salary grab’ brought 
defeat to the party sponsoring it. And only a dozen years ago another attempt 
elicited a ‘Bundles for Congress’ movement which forced repeal.” 

It was for the reason of these hick appeals that Senator Taft suggested that 
someone outside of Congress should make the study. 

There is no question that the Commission will recommend a substantial in- 
crease in these salaries. For the sake of good government and competent rep- 
resentation the public should be alert to support the Commission and get these 
Congressmen off the cheapjack hook. 


{Kansas City (Mo.) Star, February 5, 1954] 
FAIRNESS TO THE JUDGES 


Somehow election year brings out the worst in Congress from the standpoint 
of timidity. Probably it’s just human nature at work and should be expected. 
The Congressmen and Senators up for reelection duck any issues that might be 
raised against them back home. But at the same time this excess political 
caution can work obvious and continued injustices. 

The issue of increased pay for hitherto overlooked important governmental 
officials is a case strictly at point. Congressmen and Senators have lagged far 
behind most other public servants in compensation. The reason is obvious. The 
lawmakers recognize that any move to correct the situation presents a choice 
morsel to be used against them by opponents in the primary or election. 

A bipartisan Commission made an exhaustive study to search out manifest 
injustices and recommended substantial pay raises for Congressmen and Sena- 
tors to bring them in line with other Government servants. Even so, reports 
from Washington indicate—this being election year—Congress will dodge the 
issue and stop at some small increase in expense accounts. Congress not only 
faces continuous primary and election expenses, but the big item of maintaining 
establishments at home and in Washington. Of course, congressional pay 
should be raised. For that matter, we think ex-Presidents should receive a 
pension. 

But if Congress is going to have election year jitters about itself, it shouldn’t 
make another class of Government officials who have been equally neglected, 
suffer along with it. That means the judiciary, which in general compensation 
from Supreme Court down to district Federal judges, has been miserably treated. 
It’s a wonder the quality of the judiciary—an entirely independent branch of 
government—has been kept up. The honor and distinction of being a judge, 
of course, has met the situation after a fashion. But honor doesn’t buy pork 
chops or educate families or children. 

The Commission found that salaries of general Government workers had been 
raised five times since the judiciary had been touched. In buying power since 
1946, when the last judicial adjustment was made, the full force of inflation 
has been felt. Several instances could be cited t6 pinpoint the hardship. After 
a lifetime in good service to the government, the last years as Chief Justice of 
the Supreme Court of the United States, the late Fred Vinson—and everyone 
paid tribute to his ability and fidelity-—-left an estate of shocking size to his 
widow and family. Just a few thousand dollars. And Chief Justice Vinson 
always lived very modestly. 

Down at the district judge level, we had within the last few years a judge 
out home who had served with distinction and brilliance for several decades. 
Again, a modest liver. His widow had no recourse except to go to work at once. 
The story is general throughout the judiciary and none of them is extravagant. 
They can’t be. 

If Congress doesn’t want to touch its own pay, it should and the country 
should demand that it move this year on judicial pay, even if it is election year. 

At one time the Chief Justice used to be the second highest paid figure in 
Government service. Today, with no increase for years, the Chief Justice and 
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the other judges have fallen way below such standards. It is proposed to 
increase the pay of the Chief Justice from $25,500 to $40,000 a year and the other 
Justices only $500 less. Even if this is done cur Supreme Court Judges will 
be $4,000 a year, roughly, poorer in buying power than they were back in 1939 
before inflation and taxes began to take their toll. The same relative situation 
exists with respect to Federal district judges. It is proposed to pay them 
$27,500 a year. That merely restores them to where they were, approximately, 
in 1939. 

Everyone wants economy in government, naturally. But it shouldn't be taken 
out on the families of the judiciary, a coequal branch of Government along 
with the President and the lawmakers. It is not even sound economy. Simple 
justice dictates that Congress should act promptly to meet this glaring inequity. 
Even in election year, it won't be poor politics. The American people, when they 
understand the situation, instinctively believe in fairness. 


{Wichita (Kans.) Beacon, January 18, 1954] 
LAWMAKERS ARE OVERDUE TO GET NEEDED INCREASE IN PAYCHECK 


Senators, Congressmen and Federal judges deserve a raise in pay. That was 
the report of a special Commission set up to study salary problems, and their 
findings cannot logically be challenged. 

The amount the Commission suggested was $27,500 a year for a Senator and 
a Member of the House of Representatives. That represents a whopping jump 
from the present salary for these officials, and might serve to scare Senators 
and Congressmen in these days when Federal economy is coming back into style. 

But that figure is only a suggestion, it can be lowered if Congress feels that it 
should. Or it can be voted down altogether. This being an election year this 
possibility looms large, as the lawmaker is traditionally wary of presenting his 
constituents with a pay hike at the same time he asks for reelection. 

But there is no doubt that our lawmakers are underpaid. Many of them 
cannot afford to live in Washington on the salaries they now get, and are forced 
to augment their incomes by speaking engagements and the like. 

Then, too, there is the angle that a lawmaker paid an adequate salary is 
possessed of a degree of independence that will make him invulnerable to 
pressures and able to turn a deaf ear to blandishments. 

He can, with financial security, devote his whole time and energy to the 
business of legislation, and the country would be the better for it. 

Congress has not had a pay increase since 1946, and even a casual glance at 
the cost-of-living figures since that time will show how far out of line this is. 

Congress should not adopt a squeamish attitude toward debating a pay 
increase bill just because this is an election year. A reasonable increase reason- 
ably presented certainly would not be out of line, and the lawmakers might 
be surprised to find their constituents behind them. 


[Stillwater (Minn.) Gazette, January 29, 1954] 
(By Fulton Lewis, Jr.) 
(Copyright, 1954, King Features Syndicate, Inc.) 


WASHINGTON.—A Member of Congress or a Federal district judge is a highly 
important person in our form of government. He helps to shape policies and 
decisions having vital effects on the life and well-being of every American. 

We would be infinitely better off as.a nation if we recognized this fact and 
set salary scales for our legislators and judiciary accordingly. In view of their 
importance, we certainly do not want these positions so circumscribed income- 
wise that they would be sought or accepted only by persons with outside income 
or those whose capabilities are not sufficient to enable them to earn that much 
in private enterprise. 

That is exactly what is happening under present salary scales. Judges are 
leaving the bench and returning to private law practices because they cannot care 
for their families in a manner they deem proper on a district court salary of 
$15,000. Members of Congress, paid a $12,500 salary, are retiring from the 
political arena for the same reason. 





264 SALARIES OF JUSTICES, JUDGES, AND MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 


This is the problem that was uppermost in the collective mind of the 18-mem- 
ber special Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries when it recently 
submitted its report recommending substantial pay increases for these two 
branches of our Government. 

It is proposed that the salaries of Members of Congress and of lower Federal 
court judges be raised to $27,500. Salaries of Federal court of appeals judges 
would go from $17,500 to $80,500; Supreme Court Justices from $25,000 to $39,500. 
The Vice President’s expense allowance would be increased, because his official 
and social responsibilities have “multiplied astronomically.” 

What kind of reward is it to ask an individual who has achieved success and 
recognition in the legal field, and is earning $20,000, $30,000, $50,000 or even more 
per year, to don robes of a Federal judge at $15,000, or $17,500? Not much. 

We want the legislators who pass on laws governing every phase of our life, 
to be sincere and conscientious men of top stature who will act on the basis of 
what they deem to be the honest welfare of the Nation; we do not want political 
hacks looking for a soft berth who will act on the basis of what they think will 
benefit them most politically. We want the same high type persons to set on 
Federal benches to interpret and adjudge those laws. 

To get such men, we must offer adequate inducements. We are not doing 
so now. 


{Minneapolis (Minn.) Morning Tribune, January 29, 1954] 
Wortnuy or THEIR Hire 


A Commission created by Congress has reeommended very substantial increases 
in congressional and judicial salaries. Members of Congress now receive $12,- 
500 a year, plus a $2,500 expense allowance for which they need not account. 
The Commission proposes a salary of $27,000. 

It would raise the salary of the Chief Justice of the United States from $25,- 
500 to $40,000 a year. Associate Justices would receive $39,500 instead of 
$25,000. Salaries of other Federal judges would be increased on a comparable 
scale, 

Congress is traditionally skittish in its approach to Federal salary raises in 
a campaign year. It is particularly reluctant to talk about increasing its own 
paycheck. This reluctance is not difficult to understand in the light of a recent 
Gallup poll, which showed 68 percent of those participating opposed to a sub- 
stantial pay raise for Congressmen. 

The report released this month makes the point that salaries have not kept 
pace with the growth of the duties and responsibilities of these offices. It de- 
clares that present inadequacies tend to limit these important positions to per- 
sons of independent wealth, or those having outside earnings. The whole mat- 
ter of higher salaries, it believes, is “directly related to * * * assuring the Na- 
tion top-flight leadership in the Halls of Congress and on the Federal bench.” 

The salary increases recommended would cost the Government about $7,500,000 
annually, or about one-hundredth of 1 percent of the Federal budget. While 
Congress may regard the proposed raises as excessive, it should not hesitate to 
approve substantial readjustments which will ease the financial pressures on 
these offices, and make them more attractive to citizens of outstanding com- 
petence. 

It is a dubious sort of economy which skimps on the compensation of men 
charged with some of the Nation's heaviest responsibilities. There is such a 
thing as being too coy about salary raises, even in an election year. If the need 
is great, as the Commission indicates it is, let Congress move courageously to 
meet it. 


[Minnesota (Minn.) Union Advocate, January 7, 1954] 
A. F. of L., FavoRs Pay HIKE ror JupGEs, SOoLONS 


The American Federation of Labor stands firmly in favor of increasing the 
salaries of Associate Justices of the Supreme Court from $25,000 to $35,000 a 
year, and that of Members of Congress from $15,000 to $25,000 a year, William 
Schnitzler, secretary-treasurer of the A. F. of L., told the Commission on Judicial 
and Congressional Salaries. 

Schnitzler, presenting the statement for George Meany, A. F. of L. president, 
said the A. F. of L. also favored increasing the salaries of the Chief Justice 
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from $25,000 to $40,000; judges of the United States court of appeals, of Claims 
and Customs from $17,500 to $27,500; judges of the United States district courts, 
of the United States Customs Court, and the Tax Court of the United States, 
from $15,000 to $25,000, and Chief Judge of the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia, $15,500 to $25,500. 

In the case of the Federal district judges, Schnitzler said the work has in- 
creased in the past 10 years by 56 percent, while the number of judges has been 
increased only 13 percent. In addition, the field of knowledge has been extended 
so that required are constitutional law, maritime law, engineering, finance, busi- 
ness, and labor practices, and the ever-increasingly complex social and economic 
life of the Nation. 

“It is imperative that judgeships be made sufficiently sound economically to 
attract those qualified for the task,” the statement said. It pointed out that the 
Federal judges have to maintain a position in urban centers, and that they, like 
everyone else, have been affected by the increased cost of living. 

The same reasons were advanced for Members of Congress plus the fact that 
they must maintain 2 homes, 1 in Washington and 1 in their home district. 
Also “advanced methods of communication and transportation have occasioned 
more frequent trips to the districts in response to the increasing demands of the 
people they serve. 

“Salaries adequate to maintain and attract those best fitted to serve in this 


capacity should be encouraged for the best interests of public welfare and the 
common good.” 


[Brownsville (Tex.) Herald, January 24, 1954] 
PAY RAISES FOR CONGRESSMEN AND JUDICIARY STILL AN ISSUE 


(By John O’Donnell) 


WASHINGTON, D. C.—In the 20 years of the Roosevelt-Truman regimes, when 
the White House dominated the Congress and tried to run the judiciary, the 
executive branch quite naturally high-pressured all personal benefits in the way 
of salary increases to themselves. They scowled when underpaid judges sug- 


gested that they need more money and they told Congress that if its Members 
voted more salary for themselves they would get a political kick from their 
overtaxed constituents. 

Now, in all fairness and for the good of the country, this reporter thinks, this 
session of Congress will vote substantial increases for the branches of Govern- 
ment which were underprivileged stepchildren during the era of Executive 
supremacy. 

This Republic has been unable to get high-grade lawyers to sit on the Federal 
bench for the simple reason that the Government paycheck isn’t sufficient to sup- 
port their families and build up an estate which will take care of their de- 
pendents. i 

Attorney General Brownell has testified about his “very disappointing ex- 
periences” when “superbly qualified men” who wanted to crown their professional 
careers with a seat on the Federal bench but turned down the offers because 
they couldn't afford to take the pay cut involved. 

To point this up there was the will of the late Chief Justice of the United 
States Fred Vinson. This revealed that after a lifetime of public service he 
left to his wife an estate of $7,163, some debts, and some Kentucky real estate of 
little value. 

It was known among his associates here that from time to time the late Chief 
Justice would go to his local bank and borrow a few hundred dollars against 
his next Government check. This was happening when a big, respected Wash- 
ington legal firm offered the Kentuckian a $300,000 a year salary. 

The case of Vinson is repeated all the way down the line to many of the veteran 
members of the United States courts. It hits Members of the Senate and the 
House. House and Senate Members up for reelection next November don’t want 
to go before an opponent and answer the charge that they voted themselves 
raises at the expense of the taxpayers. Hence the special committee which they 
set up to report to the White House and Congress. 

This special committee will recommend increases for the Federal judiciary 
aud the Members of House and Senate. It will have the support of the White 
House. This is one budget increase that should go through—and we're not say- 
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ing this because Ike got the reporters on his side at his last press conference 
by remarking that he hoped that “each of you gets that salary raise which has 
been so long overdue.” 


TRUMAN GOT A NICE BOOST 


Well, what are the facts on these salary boosts for Federal judges and Members 
of Congress? 

Let’s start with the President. 

In Truman’s second term, his salary was boosted from $75,000 to $100,000 a 
year and the Fair Deal Congress—run from the White House—threw in an 
additional $50,000 expense allowance, exempt from the income tax and free of 
any accounting. This, mind you, was in addition to the tax-free travel and 
entertaining allowance of $40,000. So, figuring Truman’s income-tax deductions 
on his salary, his actual “take” in the White House was $94,000. Congress 
removed the tax exemptions of President Eisenhower’s salary so his pay after 
deductions is $55,000. 

Now take the financial situation of the members of the judiciary, supposedly, 
under our Constitution, equal with the executive and legislative branches. 

The Chief Justice of the United States, who now gets a taxable salary of 
$25,500, would be given a boost to $40,000 and his 8 associates on the high bench 
would be raised from $25,000 to $30,000. Back in the F. D. R. era, just before 
the outbreak of World War II, Supreme Court Justices got $20,000 a year, but 
there has been a vast decrease in buying power since then. 

It is in the bottom group of the hierarchy of our Federal judiciary that the 
situation is most acute—among the United States district judges. From 1933 
until January of last year, it was the policy of the White House to debauch the 
judiciary by the appointment of judges whose qualifications rested on political 
pull, personal obligations, and so forth. 


EXPERIENCED JUDGES WANTED 


Now the idea is to recreate the judiciary by picking the legally qualified men 
of judicial temperament and gradually moving them up through the ranks to 
the greatest honor—membership on the high bench. At this time there is no 
member of the High Court of sustained experience in the ranks of the Federal 
judiciary. F. D. R. started us on that crazy gambit. Eisenhower would like 
to correct it and reverse the trend. 

But how start that under the present pay scale? Back in 1939 a United 
States district judge was paid $10,000 and, after taxes, had a take-home pay 
of $9,628. His father or grandfather, had he come from a line of judges, was 
able at the turn of the century to hold his place of prestige in the community 
with his salary of $5,000. At the present day we pay our district judges $15,000 
which, in terms of the 1939 dollar, lets him take home, after taxes, money with 
the buying power of $6,199. 

The young man that this administration wants to put on the Federal bench 
isn’t going to persuade his wife and family that he should take a $6,199 job when, 
if he’s worthy of the post, he could get $60,000 take-home pay in private practice. 
Now we propose to jump the Government pay for the job to $25,000—which gives 


him $9,493 take-home pay after taxes in terms of the 1939 buying power. We say 
they deserve it. 


[Wichita (Tex.) Times, December 27, 1953], 


27, 


Pay SHOULD Br BETTER 


Testimony such as that given by Federal Judge Bolitha J. Laws, who reported 
that public service cost him $40,000 more than he was paid in his 15 years in 
office, strengthens the argument that the Government has underpaid its 318 
Federal judges and Members of Congress. 

It was in 1873 that Congress raised its pay to $7,500, considered a reasonable 
level for the times. In 1925, the amount was increased to $10,000 and this was 
increased in 1946 by $2,500 plus a $2,500 tax-free expense allowance. The pro- 
posal before the last Congress, to boost the pay level to $25,000, was tossed in the 
lap of a Special Commission for study. 

Congress has, historically, been opposed to increasing its own pay for fear 
of reaction at the polls in the next election. This is why the matter was referred 
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to a study group, and its recommendations for the increases will remove at 
least some of the sting at the polls should Congress follow the Commission’s 
suggestions. 

Every voter is aware of the comparative worth of today’s dollar and yester- 
day’s dollar. Not as many as should be are aware that today’s Congressman is 
poorly paid when compared with the Congressman in grandfather’s day. If the 
Congress and the judiciary are to continue to attract able men, the $25,000 
salary is not going to overdo the inducement pay alone has to offer public 
servants. 


— 


[Dallas (Tex.) Times Herald, January 19, 1954) 


MANY CONGRESSMEN, JUDGES CouLD EARN More PAy IN PRIVATE LIFE 
(By Bascom N. Timmons, the Times Herald Washington Bureau) 


The arguments for substantial salary increases for members of the Federal 
judiciary and the Congress of the United States boils down to the truth that a 
majority of both groups, due to the changing economic condition of the country, 
could earn mucli more money outside of official life. 

Congress is full of nonpracticing lawyers, and any check will show that most 
of them could make at least twice their present salary of $15,000 a year by going 
back to private practice. That was not true 15 or 20 years ago. But the present 
high-pressure economy of the United States, in which new and expanding corpo- 
rations pay fees several times those of the pre-World War II era for competent 
and experienced legal advice, makes $15,000 a very ordinary income for an 
attorney at law. 

UNNECESSARY SACRIFICE 


To ask 531 of the supposedly best minds in the country to make this sacrifice 
seems unnecessary in a nation to which billion-dollar handouts and subsidies 
have become commonplace. Members of Congress, unless they have private 
means—as quite a few have—must live on a scale in expensive Washington, even 
though it be only a three-room apartment, which as they can demonstrate makes 
the going pretty hard. 

The few who proclaim that they will vote against an increase in salary to 
$27,500 for themselves in most instances never made $15,000 a year before they 
came to Congress. That is not meant as disparagement of their ability or sin- 
cerity, but obviously their stand does not increase their worth either to their 
districts or the Nation. 

MANY EXPENSES 


The $15,000 compensation is actually divided into $12,500 salary and $2,500 as 
an additional allowance for expenses, but any Member able to get by on $2,500 
in personal expense money must spend part of his time hiding from his constit- 
uents, most of whom seem to think that the Government pays all his expenses 
and that he should escort them around Washington, a tour repeated many times 
which depletes his pocketbook. And that is only one of dozens of incidental 
expenses he must absorb. 

SITUATION IN JUDICIARY 


The situation is as bad in the lower echelons of the judiciary. No administra- 
tion official will admit saying it, but from high in the Department of Justice 
comes the remark that “more second-rate lawyers aspire to be Federal judges 
than ever before, because the first-rate lawyers can’t make the sacrifice.” 

Attorney General Brownell is authority for the statement that “superbly 
equipped men” have turned down judgeships which they yearned to accept because 
they could not afford the cut in income. The great majority of Federal judge- 
ships pay $15,000 or $17,500. These would be raised to $27,500 for the $15,000 
grades—district, customs and tax courts—and $30,500 for the $17,500 grades 
special courts mostly sitting in Washington. 


VINSON CASE RECALLED 


The story has been frequently told of Chief Justice Fred Vinson who died after 
a lifetime of public service, in which his highest salary was $25,500, with an estate 
of $7,163, some debts, and a few pieces of Kentucky real estate of small value. 
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What is not known is that he was offered $300,000 a year to head a large and 
respected Washington law firm at the time he was a frequent visitor to a local 
bank to borrow a few hundred dollars against his next pay check. Few would 
have criticized him for accepting the offer, but those who knew Fred Vinson well 
were aware of his high ideal of public service. 

Decrease in buying power has not been fully appreciated in discussion of 
judicial and congressional salaries. Both formerly were $10,000 a year which 
had a take-home value of $9,628. The present pay of $15,000, it has been cal- 
culated, is equal to $6,199 in take-home pay after taxes. 


COST OF COMPETENT OFFICIALS 


Some people who say they can’t get worked up over the sad salary plight of the 
judiciary and the Congress do not seem to understand that with the constantly 
advancing level of living costs in this country, the Federal Government is in the 
position under present salary limits of being unable in many instances to pay 
salaries that will command men of real stature in the judicial and legislative 
branches. Whether it can do any better under the increases now proposed is 
open to question. But it certainly seems worth trying. 


[Fort Dodge (Iowa) Messenger, January 25, 1954] 
RAISE FOR CONGRESSMEN 


Members of Congress themselves will be the first to look askance at the 
$27,500 salary scale recommended for them by the 18-man Commission which 
has been studying this subject for some months. Most of them are likely to 
agree with the Commission that a Congressman earns $27,500 a year, that the 
sum is not out of line with what private industry pays for positions of lesser 
responsibility, and that a substantial boost in the present $12,500 salary (plus 
$2,500 expense allowance) is urgently needed to enable Congressmen to do their 
work effectively. But 1954 is an election year, and most Congressmen are pri- 
marily interested in being reelected. For that reason we do net expect them 
to increase their salaries by $12,500. 

Apparently the Commission discarded the political aspects of the problem. 
That may be just as well, however, for it will enable Congress to vote a 
substantial increase for its Members and still cut below the salary scale recom- 
mended by this group of distinterested citizens. 

The $40,000 salary recommended for the Vice President, the Speaker, and the 
Chief Justice seems reasonable enough. All these officials hold positions of 
great dignity and responsibility. We are pleased also to see the Commission 
support the idea, previously advocated in these columns, of an official residence 
for the Vice President. With Vice President Nixon now playing an active 
role as an emissary of the President, both at home and abroad, he urgently 
needs a home where he can entertain in a manner befitting the Nation he 
represents. 

Less question is likely to be raised about the salary increases proposed for 
judges. There is nothing exorbitant about salaries of $27,500 for district court 
judges, $30,500 for judges of the United States appellate courts, and $39,500 
for Associate Justices of the Supreme Court. While the Government cannot 
afford to pay these men as much as they would likely be earning in private 
practice, it ought to pay salaries with some relationship to the responsibility of 
the office. The cost of adequately compensating legislators and judges is rela- 
tively small, especially in view of the sums that the Treasury would take back 
in taxes. At least the Commission has given Congress a good basis from which 
to reapproach this problem. In addition, its requests for studies of congressional 
traveling expenses, of “adequate pensions” for widows and dependents of judges 
and legislators. 


[Albia, Monroe County (Iowa) News, January 18, 1954] 
Pay Raise For CONGRESS 


The News hopes the Congress acts favorably and in full on recommendations 
of a public Commission which studied salaries of Congressmen and Federal 


judges. 















SALARIES OF JUSTICES, JUDGES, AND MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 269 


The Commission advised a $12,500 annual pay raise for Congressmen 
$15,000 to $27,500. 

For the Vice President and Speaker of the House the Commission recommended 
$40,000 a year. Pay raises of $14,500 a year were suggested for members of the 
Supreme Court. 

Congressmen have been underpaid for a long time. And only Congress can do 
something about it. 

Most political observers believe it unwise for Congressmen to raise their pay in 
an election year. 

The News feels it would be unwise only if individual Congressmen try to make 
political hay of the proposal. 

Quick, unanimous acceptance of the study Commission’s recommendations 
would hurdle political hazards. 

Most Americans consider membership in the Congress of the United States a 
position of great responsibility and prestige. They feel that Representatives and 
Senators should be in a salary bracket somewhat comparable with top-flight 
business executives and professional men. 

The Commission found that salaries of top officials of 100 of the Nation’s 
corporations average $120,000 a year, with a range from $38,522 to $279,707. 

Most Americans feel that a man should be able to “afford” service in Congress 
on the basis of what he earns as Congressman, not on the basis of what he earned 
before going to Congress or inherited. 

A $15,000 salary for a Congressman is the pettiest type of governmental penny- 
pinching. Particularly for a Member of the House, it means that after he has 
paid his expenses of running for office every 2 years the take-home pay is meager. 
That situation isn’t good for Government. 


from 


{Aberdeen (S. Dak.) American News, February 5, 1954] 
ARGUMENTS Favor HIGHER Pay RATE 


Interest in pay hikes for Congressmen and Federal judges has been renewed 
with the introduction of a salary bill in the House of Representatives. 

The matter of raising their own pay is a touchy one for Congressmen, especially 
in an election year. 

However, the logical arguments that can be advanced for the need of boosting 
salaries for judges, to help assure attracting competent men to important posts, 
must also be heeded as they concern Senators and Representatives. 

Presently Members of Congress get $12,500 salary and $2,500 for expenses, for 
a gross of $15,000. The proposal is to increase the total to $27,500. 

The increases recommended for the judiciary posts are: 

Chief Justice of the United States, from $25,500 to $40,000. (At the time of 
the recent death of Chief Justice Vinson it was revealed that he had a net estate 
of only $1,000.) 

Associate Justices, Supreme Court of the United States, from $25,000 to 
$40,000. 

United States cireuit judges, from $17,500 to $27,000. 

United district judges, from $15,000 to $25,000. 

Court of Claims judges, from $17,500 to $27,500. 

Customs and Patent Appeals judges, from $17,500 to $27,500. 

Customs court judges, from $15,000 to $25,000 

‘V'ax Court judges, from $17,500 to $27,500. 

Military Appeals Court judges, from $17,500 to $27,500. 

The bill! would also make a number of changes with respect to the position of 
United States attorney, including a pay boost. 

The salary increases for judicial officials will have many competent and vocal 
advocates. The judges are not in the position of increasing their own pay. 

On hehalf of the Members of Congress it must be pointed out: 

A Congressman’s pay according to 1989 standards has an actual purchasing 
power of only $6,902. 

A Congressman has many extra expenses such as maintaining two homes, 
campaign expenses, entertaining constituents who visit Washington, ete. 

Thus a person who hopes to serve his fellow men in Congress is at a disad- 
vantage unless he is independently wealthy. 


57814—55——_18 
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[Cedar Rapids (lowa) Gazette, February 6, 1954] 
Pay RAISE FOR CONGRESS 


Have you ever figured up all their privileges and see how much it amounts to?” 
writes Mrs. H. M. Fiser.of Marengo in a letter protesting the proposed salary 
increase for Congressmen. 

“Just publish the list of privileges and tax exemptions and let people do their 
own thinking.” 

Okay, we'll publish the list of privileges but we won’t accept the implication 
that we’ve tried to do people’s thinking on the matter of salary increases for 
Congressmen or any other subject. We put forth our own views on various 
subjects in the hope of provoking thought but we plead not guilty to the charge 
of trying to think for others. 

Now about the “privileges” of our Senators and Representatives. They are 
many and they must be weighed against their responsibilities to put them into 
proper perspective. So we'll present both. 

First off, a Member of Congress (Senators and Representatives receive the 
same salary) receives $15,000 each annually in salary, of which $3,000 may be 
deducted for living expenses in Washington. This is because many members 
must keep up two residences—in their home States and in Washington. 

House Members are allowed $12,500 annually for all office help. Senators 
receive varying amounts depending on the populations of their States. Basic 
allowance for clerical help runs from $39,540 to $49,680. 

All Members of Congress are furnished office quarters and furnishings in 
Washington free of charge and free space is provided in Federal buildings in their 
home districts or $900 is allowed for rental of such space. Many do not take 
advantage of this provision in the law. 

Each Member receives a travel allowance of 20 cents per mile for one round 
trip each session between Washington and his home town. 

Each Member may use the mails free for official mail. In addition, Senators 
have an annual allowance of $132 and Representatives of $75 for stamps to send 
nonfranked mail. 

Each Member has a stationery allowance of $800. If he doesn’t use the entire 
amount he may withdraw what is left in cash. If his stationery requirements 
run more than $800 he must pay the difference himself. 

Each Senator may make 50 official telephone calls per month to and from 
Washington, aggregating not more than 250 minutes. He also receives $450 
a year for toll calls between points outside the Capital. 

Each Representative may talk free on long distance to and from Washington 
up to 150 minutes a month with the unused allotments carrying over from month 
to month. 

Each Senator is given a money allowance for telegrams based on State popula- 
tions and Western Union zone rates. 

Each Representative is allowed 1,000 telegram words a month. 

Each Senator and Representative is protected by what amount to a free $12,500 
life insurance policy (payment of a year’s salary to his survivors) and he may 
participate in a voluntary pension plan which costs 6 percent of his salary and 
pays off at age 62, after a minimum of 6 years of service, in amounts ranging 
from $1,875 to $9,375 a year. 

Each Member is provided free medical service by staff physicians at the Capitol 
and may go to Army or Navy hospitals where they pay about $12 a day for 
rooms but receive full medical treatment without cost. 

That pretty well summarizes the material benefits of being a Member of 
Congress. Now what about the drawbacks? 

A survey made by the New York Times in 1951 showed a typical deficit of 
more than $3,200 in the personal budgets of Members. A breakdown showed that 
the average Member is paying $4,296 a year for housing, $6,700 for living 
expenses, $1,200 for social obligations, $2,500 for political expenses and $3,500 
for taxes. That’s a total of $18,216 to be applied against an income of $15,000. 

Running for office alone costs the average Senator $10,000 every 6 years and 
the average House Member $5,000 every other year. The $1,200 for social obliga- 
tions may sound high but when you consider that most of this goes to pay for 
taking constituents out to lunch—something a Congressman is expected to do 
virtually every working day of his tenure—it amounts to about $3.30 per day. 
Most Congressmen can count on their fingers the times they’ve escaped picking 
up the check when lunching with a constituent. The thousands of people who 
visit Congressmen annually expect them to pay, just as they are expected to leave 
the floor or committee hearings at the whim of a visitor from home. 
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[Washington (D. C.) Star, February 8, 1954] 
HIGHER PAY URGED FOR CONGRESSMEN 


A statement urging Congress to raise its own salaries was issued yesterday 
by Miss Helen Irwin, president of the National Federation of Business and 
Professional Women’s Clubs. 

Pointing out that Congressmen now receive salaries of $12,500 a year with a 
$2,500 expense account, Miss Irwin said the proposed salary raise to $27,500 
will enable most Members of the Congress to make ends meet. 

“The present salaries of Congressmen and judges are not in line with scales 
paid by private business,” she said. “Our public officials bear a tremendous 
burden.” 

She said their tough, exacting jobs include working usually a 10-hour day, 
toiling over correspondence and research, sitting at committee hearings, in- 
forming themselves on the thousands of bills which come up for vote each year 


[New York (N. Y.) Daily Mirror, March 3, 1954] 
Bronx BAR ASSOCIATION ASKS PAY RISE FOR JURISTS AND CONGRESSMEN 


The Bronx County Bar Association today urged salary increases for Federal 
judges and Members of Congress. 

The association’s Federal legislation committee, headed by Edward Arkin, 
sent letters to Bronx Representatives Buckley, Dollinger, Fine, and Fino and 
to Senators Lehman and Ives, deploring the present scale of judicial and 
congressional salaries and calling upon them to support legislation to correct 
the “grossly bad pay situation in Congress.” 

Similar letters have been sent to leaders of both Houses of Congress. 

The Bronx group noted that pursuant to act of Congress a Commission on 
Judicial and Congressional Salaries was appointed in 1953 for the purpose of 
reporting on the subject. The bar association said: 

“On January 15, 1954, the Commission submitted its report to the President, 
the Vice President, the Chief Justice of the United States and to the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives. 

“Among the findings and conclusions of the Commission were the following: 

“1. The present scale of judicial and congressional salaries has not been 
adjusted to keep pace with the growth of the duties and responsibilities of 
these offices. 

“2. The difference between salaries paid to these officials and those paid in 
private enterprises to persons of similar abilities but less responsibility has 
become too great. 

“3. The salaries of these officials are grossly inadequate.” 

Arkin said the Bronx County Bar Association agrees substantially with the 
findings and conclusions of the Commission. 

Some of the salaries recommended by the Commission were : 

Chief Justice of the United States, $40,000; Associate Justices of the United 
States Supreme Court, $39,500; Vice President, $40,000; Speaker of the House, 
$40,000; Members of the Congress, $27,500; judges of the United States courts 
of appeals, $30,500 ; judges of the United States district courts, $27,500. 


pat, 


[New York (N. Y.) Post, February 17, 1954] 
THE PEOPLE WON'T CrY 


Timid Congressmen might take a tip from New York State in the matter of 
pay rises. Both our Governor and our Lieutenant Governor are about to get a 
raise—by will of the people. 

The legislature at Albany has approved increases for the Governor from the 
present $25,000 up to $50,000, and for the Lieutenant Governor from $10,000 up 
to $20,000. But before the legislature could act, the voters overwhelmingly gave 
their approval to the boost at the last election. 

Congressmen need a raise. Our Federal judges need a raise. The two proposed 
hikes are tied together. But Congress is afraid to act because this is an elec- 
tion year. 
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Most voters realize that a Congressman has to maintain two homes and is 
subject to all sorts of other expenses for which he is not compensated. 

Seats on the Federal bench should not be attractive largely to persons of pri- 
vate means or hacks who can’t make a living under their own shingles and want 
to get in out of the rain. 

Fairness to the eminent judges who now serve at a sacrifice, consideration for 
the future caliber of the bench, and a relief for their own plight should move 
the Congressmen, who work at an arduous—and hazardous—task, to swallow 
their fright and get about the business of adequate compensation. 


{Wilmington (Del.) News, February 12, 1954] 
STATE CHAMBER BACKS PAY HIKES FOR CONGRESSMEN 
BOARD ALSO APPROVES BOOSTS FOR JUDGES, DISTRICT ATTORNEYS 


The board of director of Delaware State Chamber of Commerce, Inc., has gone 
on record in favor of increased compensation for Members of Congress, Federal 
judges and district attorneys “to a realistic present-day figure.” 

At its meeting yesterday, the board considered a communication from Wil- 
liam H. Foulk, president of the Delaware Bar Association, concerning the pay 
increase bills that now are in congressional deliberation. 

Chamber of Commerce officers made it clear they considered the matter in 
the light of findings of the Commission on Judicial and Congressional salaries, 
appointed by the last Session of Congress. It was composed of representatives of 
business, finance, labor, and agriculature. 


{Sioux Falls (S. Dak.) Argus Leader, February 5, 1953] 
DESERVE BIGGER SALARIES 
(Eagle Grove Eagle) 


We'll go along with our Congressmen and Senators. They need and deserve 
substantial increases in the salaries they receive. As an election year approaches 
again we the voters will have a chance to express our opinion on the way these 
people represent us. Having that privilege is expensive but worth the money, 
and we must be willing to pay for it. 


{Kansas City (Mo.) Star, February 5, 1954] 
FAIRNESS TO THE JUDGES 


Somehow election year brings out the worst in Congress from the standpoint 
of timidity. Probably it’s just human nature at work and should be expected. 
The Congressmen and Senators up for reelection duck any issues that might be 
raised against them back home. But at the same time this excess political cau- 
tion can work obvious and continued injustices. 

The issue of increased pay for hitherto overlooked important governmental 
officials is a case strictly at point. Congressmen and Senators have lagged far 
behind most other public servants in compensation. The reason is obvious. The 
lawmakers recognize that any move to correct the situation presents a choice 
morsel to be used against them by opponents in the primary election. 

A bipartisan Commission made an exhaustive study to search out manifest 
injustices and recommended substantial pay raises for Congressmen and Senators 
to bring them in line with other Government servants. Even so, reports from 
Washington indicate—this being election year—Congress will dodge the issue 
and stop at some small increase in expense accounts. Congress not only faces 
continuous primary and election expenses, but the big item of maintaining estab- 
lishments at home and in Washington. Of course, congressional pay should be 
raised. For that matter, we think ex-Presidents should receive a pension. 

But if Congress is going to have election year jitters about itself, it shouldn’t 
make another class of Government officials who have been equally neglected, 
suffer along with it. That means the judiciary, which in general compensation 





SALARIES OF JUSTICES, JUDGES, AND MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 273 


from Supreme Court down to district Federal judges, has been miserably treated. 
it’s a wonder the quality of the judiciary—an entirely independent branch of 
Government—has been kept up. The honor and distinction of being a judge, of 
course, has met the situation after a fashion. But honor doesn’t buy pork chops 
or educate families or children. 

The Commission found that salaries of general Government workers had been 
raised five times since the judiciary had been touched. In buying power since 
1946, when the last judicial adjustment was made, the full force of inflation has 
been felt. Several instances could be cited to pinpoint the hardship. After a 
lifetime in good service to the Government, the last years as Chief Justice of 
the Supreme Court of the United States, the late Fred Vinson—and everyone 
paid tribute to his ability and fidelity—left an estate of shocking size to his 
widow and family. Just a few thousand dollars. And Chief Justice Vinson 
always lived very modestly. 

Down at the district judge level, we had within the last few years a judge out 
home who had served with distinction and brilliance for several decades. Again, 
a modest liver. His widow had no recourse except to go to work at once. The 
story is general throughout the judiciary and none of them is extravagant. 
They can’t be. 

If Congress doesn’t want to touch its own pay, it should and the country should 
demand that it move this year on juidicial pay, even if it is election year. 

At one time the Chief Justice used to be the second highest paid figure in Goy- 
ernment service. Today, with no increase for years, the Chief Justice and the 
other judges have fallen way below such standards. It is proposed to increase 
the pay of the Chief Justice from $25,500 to $40,000 a year and the other justices 
only $500 less. Even if this is done our Supreme Court Judges will be $4,000 a 
year, roughly, poorer in buying power than they were back in 1939 before infla- 
tion and taxes began to take their toll. The same relative situation exists with 
respect to Federal district judges. It is proposed to pay them $27,500 a year. 
That merely restores them to where they were, approximately, in 1939. 

Everyone wants economy in Government, naturally. But it shouldn’t be taken 
out on the families of the judiciary, a coequal branch of Government along with 
the President and the lawmakers. It is not.even sound economy. Simple 
justice dictates that Congress should act promptly to meet this glaring inequity. 
Even in election year, it won’t be poor politics. The American people, when they 
understand the situation, instinctively believe in fairness. 


[New Orleans (La.) Times Picayune, February 19, 1954] 
FAtTR SALARIES FOR JUDGES AND CONGRESSMEN 


Under a law passed last year to create a salary study Commission, Congress 
must act within the next 5 weeks on the readjustment of salaries for Members of 
Congress and the Federal judiciary. That is all to the good, because the salary 
matter for these public servants has been kicked about too long. They are 
entitled to at least a cost of living raise and should have received it 2 years ago. 

The delay is attributed to doubts of Congressmen about the attitude of their 
constituents. But we see no reason why the judgment of the voters should be 
feared if the issue is dealt with candidly and fairly—with a disposition to do 
exactly what is right. We do not believe the public is unreasonable about 
official salaries, nor do we believe that unfair criticism will achieve anything 
if it is clear that the adjustments are correct. Patently, if the facts are mis- 
represented by Congressmen and the raise is excessive, there will be just criticism. 
The voters will not approve. 

Members of Congress and Federal judges (district courts) received $10,000 
a year during the 1926-46 period. Since 1947 they have been paid $15,000, or 
the equivalent. 

If $10,000 was a fair salary in 1939 and the cost of living and necessary 
expenses have increased nearly 100 percent (it is approximately 92 percent) 
what is a fair salary under the changed circumstances? The answer for most 
people, we think, is fairly obvious. 

The independent Commission on congressional and judicial salaries has recom- 
mended $27,500 for Congressmen and district judges with somewhat more for 
higher judges. We doubt that the voters will agree with that report. In the 
first place, the Commission was made up largely of corporation heads, top lawyers, 
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and big union officials. Their point of view on salaries would not likely be that 
of the work-a-day citizen back home. In the second place, they considered in- 
come taxes. It is an established principle that salaries can’t be raised to cover 
the income levies, because if all wages were so raised they would inflate prices 
and increase the amount the Government has to pay out for services, expenses, 
and goods. The Government would get nothing out of its defense or other 
taxes. 

The American Bar Association study group has recommended $25,000 for 
the judges. That would have to apply to Congressmen, too, because Congress 
always ties the two salary schedules together. But this group also figures in 
the income taxes in reaching a recommendation. 

Our own judgment is that most of the public would consider the cost of living 
and necessary expense considerations a fair basis for salary adjustments. That 
would mean a salary scale of around $20,000—a raise of $5,000. 

If we also consider the point that the study committees make—that both 
Congressmen and judges are now worked much harder than they used to be—a 
productivity award might not be out of place. But we believe that salaries of 
more than $22,500 would be hard to justify by the facts. 

We all know, of course, that Congressmen have a good many special expenses, 
but they also get special expense considerations. The bench must draw the 
highest type of public servant, but there is some reward in having the lifetime 
positions to which judges are appointed. 

Whatever is fair should prevail—and prevail without fear of anybody about 
the reasonableness of the public. 


[Strasburg (Va.) Northern Daily, February 6, 1954] 
CONGRESS DESERVES A RAISE 


A great many people are strongly opposed to the proposal to raise the salaries 
of Congressmen from the present $15,000 (which includes $2,500 for expenses) to 
$27,500. This increase was recently recommended by the Commission on Judicial 
and Congressional Salaries, which made a lengthy and detailed study of the 
matter in the light of current economic conditions and the living expenses of a 
Congressman in Washington. Ina recent poll professional and businessmen were 
the most sympathetic while manual workers and farmers were inclined to view 
the proposal with a coldly critical eye. 

Many voters, in weighing the proposal, must have had in mind their own status, 
which is probably far removed from an annual income of $27,500. In particular, 
farmers, reckoning up their financial position, may not give sufficient weight to 
the fact that they raise their own food, which those in other occupations cannot 
do. They regard their income as the amount of money they have to put in bank 
or invest in other enterprises, after they have lived in their own homes and raised 
their own food along with their money crops. This may not equal some other 
incomes, but it’s all bank money. 

As long as we have a government we must expect to pay our officials. We could 
adopt the method formerly in vogue elsewhere, whereby the officeholder gets no 
pay, merely what graft he can pick up. This was sometimes considerable, particu- 
larly in the Orient, where bachsheesh was, and is, an accepted practice. But we 
take pride in the honesty of our public officials, and although one may slip occa- 
sionally, the overwhelming majority are clean, straightforward men whose 
greatest pleasure is to serve their constituents and their country to the best of 
their ability, regardless of the compensation involved. 

Since we have rejected the policy of graft in favor of a fixed salary, that salary 
should by all means be large enough to cover the expenses of the position and 
provide its holder with something for the proverbial rainy day. Congressmen 
do much free work for their constituents, besides doing entertaining necessary 
to the position. The present allowance for office costs is quite insufficient for 
these needs. If congressional pay is not large enough to attract capable men, we 
shall get the other kind. This is nothing more nor less than selling congressional 
positions to the lowest bidder. 
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[Atlanta (Ga.) Journal, March 8, 1954] 
Our World Today 


WHat Pay ScALE WILL PrRovIpDE ABLEST CONGRESS? 


(By J. Chal Vinsen, assistant professor of history, University of Georgia) 


An important issue which may come before Congress this session is a bill 
to raise the salaries of its Members from $15,000 to $25,000. Even if it is not 
presented in Washington, it is a subject which well-informed citizens should 
consider, for it is essential that Congress attract and hold the ablest men in 
the Nation. 

While there is honor and prestige in holding such offices, salary is still an 
important factor in persuading men to seek election. 

At the time our Government was created we broke with the British tradition 
of non-payment of members of Parliament and tried to make it possible for 
the average man to seek office. Debate was held on this matter in the con- 
stitutional convention. Some argued against any pay for Senators. They 
believed that the “Upper House was meant to represent the wealth of the 
country, it ought to be composed of persons of wealth; and if no allowance 
was to be made, the wealthy alone would undertake the service.” 

Those wishing a more democratic government overruled this theory and pro- 
vided that Members of both Houses be paid $6 per day. 

The present salary of $15,000 at first glance seems adequate. Yet the Con- 
gressman has many expenses beyond those of the average citizen. Usually 
he maintains his regular home and one in Washington. His necessary travel 
is probably in excess of his allowance for that purpose. 

Charities and the demands from the people of his district cannot be ignored. 
Campaigns for office are expensive, and success, of course, is not guaranteed. 

Due to higher taxes and inflation, the $15,000 salary of a Congressman pur- 
chases only $6,700 in terms of the 1940 dollar. At that time Congressmen’s 
$10,000 salary had a purchasing power of $9,613—almost $3,000 more than at 
present. The salary necessary to give Congressmen the same buying power 
they had in 1940 would be $25,000. 

These and many other factors make the financial problems of Representatives 
difficult. It is estimated that the average Member of Congress now spends about 
$3,000 per year more than his salary. 

Some Members can make up this deficit from private income, but others have 
to supplement their pay by lectures. A few might be tempted to indulge in less 
desirable methods. 

Probably a small number of Congressmen could not make an equivalent salary 
in other jobs. There are some, however, who could demand 2 or 3 times their 
pay in Congress in industry or business. Many other able men are undoubtedly 
kept out of Government because of their unwillingness to make the necessary 
financial sacrifice. 

A recent survey of 150 business and industrial leaders showed that a majority 
believed an increase in the salaries of Congressmen to be advisable. Most of 
these leaders, who devote much time to evaluating and employing high-caliber 
men, felt that $25,000 would be adequate compensation. Some few in this poll 
favored salaries of $60,000 to $75,000. Even at this rate of pay the cost of 
management in Government would represent 2 much lower percentage of oper- 
ating costs than is generally the case in industry. 

One difficulty in determining a fair salary is the fact that Congress must pass 
the law which establishes. the pay scale. This creates the suspicion that the 
Representatives, in an unguarded moment, might vote themselves more money 
than they deserve. This was attempted in 1873. 

A bonus of $5,000 was voted each Congressman. So strong was the public 
reaction that the bonus was repealed at the next session, and nothing more was 
done to increase salaries for more than 30 years. 

The National Committee for Strengthening Congress has suggested that the 
salary of Representatives be determined in part by a citizens committee. It 
recommended that the committee include Bernard Baruch, Herbert Hoover, and 
Adlai Stevenson. This committee would give the problem objective study and 
submit its report in the hope it would receive bipartisan support. 

Probably Congress will do nothing until it hears from the public. The issue 
should be studied in terms of the question: What pay scale will provide the 
ablest Congress? 
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(Eprtror’s Nore.—Questions on this special article in the Our World series and 
a quiz on current events will be published in Thursday’s Atlanta Journal. An- 
swers also will be published in Thursday’s Atlanta Journal.) 


[ Milton-Freewater (Oreg.) Eagle Times, March 12, 1954] 
LISTEN AMERICANS! 
(By George 8S. Benson, President of Harding College) 


A Commission of citizens appointed by the President has made a study of the 
pay scale for Members of Congress and has recommended substantial raises. 
A higher salary scale for Congressmen would be a good investment for the 
American citizenry. I think one should be approved at this session. It should 
be a straight salary raise and should not include any tax-free allowances or 
provisions. 

In our present-day American society Congress is the most vitally important 
agency of Government, the heart of the Republic. Its Members have a value 
to the Nation that cannot actually be measured in dollars and cents. Only a 
few are independently wealthy, and this will likely be the situation in future 
Congresses. Therefore, for nearly all Congressmen and congressional candidates 
the size of the pay check—and the take home pay—is a determining factor in 
their career. 

The American people should be in favor of any reasonable measure that 
would help attract the very highest order of citizens to serve in Congress. 
Once they are in Congress the Members’ pay is not calculated on comparative 
merit. Unlike employees in private enterprise and other governmental fields. 
Congressmen may not expect additional salary compensation or promotion for 
unusual ability, extra hard work, long hours, or extraordinary diligence. 

Yet Congressmen and prospective Congressmen are human. They desire for 
themselves and their families an improving living standard, the good things of 
life. It is to our advantage to place the salary scale for Congress in balance 
with the challenging requirements of the job. The philosophy of Americanism 
is for reward on the basis of worth. 

If congressional salaries now are raised to $27,500, as the Presidential Com- 
mission suggests, the Congressmen actually would be only $1,322 better off than 
they were in 1939 while drawing only $10,000—because of inflation and increased 
taxes. 

We citizens might well tell our Congressmen that the raise we are suggesting 
at this time, to bring their living standard in line with the value and importance 
of their service to our Nation, is being approved with two stipulations: (1) that 
Congress balance the 1954-55 Federal budget and thereafter keep the budget 
balanced; and (2) that a program of tax reduction and reform be continued 
until taxes are drastically lowered and are levied equitably, without favoritism. 


{Fayettville (N. C.) Observer, February 22, 1954] 
Cut RATE CONGRESS: IT WILL MEAN Cut RATE LEGISLATION 


It is not hard to appreciate the canny Scotch thrift of congressional candidate 
Seavy Carroll in opposing the movement to increase the salaries of the men and 
women who serve their constituents in the Congress of the United States. 

Economy in Government is to be highly regarded in an age which has seen, 
and is still seeing, deplorable waste in many departments. 

On the other side of the proposition is the formula that the worker is worthy 
of his hire. 

The cost of living has skyrocketed astonishingly in the past 14 years. During 
that period the pay of Members of Congress has not kept pace with the rising 
cost of living, and it has not kept pace with the income that persons of congres- 
sional caliber could earn as private citizens. 

It has been traditional that when a branch of Government becomes penurious 
in the wages it pays public employees it increases the percentage of indifferent 
or downright crooked employees on its payroll. 

At the same time it is traditional in private business as well as governmental 
employ that the high dollar attracts the better type of worker. 
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In this critical period of world history the Congress of the United States is 
the most important governmental deliberative agency which functions. The 
caliber of the men and women who comprise that body govern the efficiency 
with which it functions. 

It makes no difference whether the public servant be a humble policeman on 
the beat or the senior Member of the United States Senate, his happiness and 
efficiency is affected strongly by the pay he earns. 

If you have a cheap Congress you will get cheap legislation—and in 1954 c heap 
legislation could mean a leaky roof for our national security, a cheap lock on 
our door of defense against international burglars. 

We agree with Mr. Carroll that Congressmen should not be compensated out of 
proportion with other Government employees but are of the opinion that serious 
consideration should be given to raising their stipend to correspond with the 
modern trends in salaries, wages, and living costs. 


{Harrisburg (Pa.) Evening News, April 29, 1954] 
JUDICIAL Pay INCREASES 


Proposed increases in the salary scale for the Federal judiciary seem to be 
bogged down by the coy reluctance of Members of Congress to vote themselves 
more pay in an election year, since the pay of the judges has been coupled with 
a similar move pending on the legislative branch. 

Increases have been recommended by an 18-member advisory Commission 
authorized by Congress, bringing the annual pay of a Member from $15,000 to 
$27,500, at the same time suggesting boosts in salaries of the Vice President and 
Speaker of the House, and for Federal judges. 

These recommendations, incorporated in a bill introduced early in the present 
session, were reported to the Judiciary Committee of the House, where the bill 
still rests. Chairman Reed of Illinois, said 2 months ago that there is an under- 
standing for the Senate to act first, but the Senate is reluctant to act. 

The January report of the advisory Commission pointed out that salaries of 


Members of Congress and Federal jurists have not kept pace with the greatly 
increased responsibilities and workloads of their offices, that private industry 
paid larger salaries to men in positions of less responsibility, and salaries of 
fenlatasena and jurists lagged far behind the increase in the cost of living. 
However, the timorous in the Congress on both sides of the Capitol keep casting 
anxious eyes at the November balloting. Whether they will overcome their fear 
of reprisal should the pay raises be approved remains to be seen. 


[Boston (Mass.) Globe, February 20, 1954] 
JUDICIAL SALARIES 


Congress’ hesitating about pay increases for its Members in an election year 
may leave Federal judges’ salaries unchanged, since the two proposals are tied 
together in a bill pending in Congress now. 

Senator Saltonstall’s support of Bailey Aldrich, of Cambridge, for the newly 
created fifth Federal judgeship in Massachusetts calls attention again to the 
inadequacy of judges’ salaries today and the financial sacrifice which able 
lawyers in private practice must make when they ascend the bench. 

District judges like those of the Tax Court and the Customs Court now receive 
$15,000 a year, on which they pay income tax. They have no pension system 
for widows, though they are named for life. The Commission on Judicial and 
Congressional Salaries recommended an increase of $15,500, with a provision for 

a contributory pension for the widow. 

The Commission reminded the public that “to obtain judges of the necessary 
stature, their compensation must be such as to attract the ables members of he 
legal profession from private practice without asking too great a financial 
sacrifice.” 

As things stand now it often is necessary to have private income to supplement 
a judicial salary. But this is not the best way of qualifying for public service. 
Even if Congress does not want to raise its own pay this year, it should con- 
sider seriously the matter of some increase of judicial salaries. 
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[Sayre (Pa.) Times, April 19, 1954] 
Goop Move HELp Up 


The reluctance of Members of Congress to vote pay raises for themselves in 
an election year—coupled with some inept planning in tying together 2 objec- 
tives in 1 legislative measure—is holding up a projected pay raise for the 
Federal judiciary. 

An 18-member advisory Commission authorized by Congress at the close of the 
1953 session filed its report on January 15. It recommended an increase in con- 
gressional salaries from $15,000 (including a $2,500 allowance plus tax benefits) 
to $27,500 a year. It called also for boosts in the salaries of the Vice President 
and Speaker of the House, and increases for the Federal judiciary to range from 
$12,500 a year for district judges to $14,500 a year for Supreme Court judges. 

The Commission report noted that salaries of Congressmen and Federal jurists 
had not kept pace with the greatly increased responsibilities and workloads of 
their offices, that private industry paid larger salaries to get men of less responsi- 
bility, and that salaries of legislators and jurists lagged far behind increases in 
the cost of living. 

All of these points were well made—both as to Congressmen and judges. 

When the Commission report was translated into a legislative bill, the pay of 
both classes of officials was embodied in one measure. But Congressmen are un- 
willing to go before the voters in their home districts this year and say that they 
have just increased their own salaries. 

So for that reason—which is strictly politics, but proper for Congressmen inso- 
far as it affects themselves, if they so wish it—the badly needed revision of 
judicial salaries has been stymied. There is little prospect of action this session 
on the joint bill. But there still is time for the introduction of new legislation, 
separating the two classes of officials—and the pay hike for the courts should be 
thus separated from the balance of the measure and passed, regardless of action 
on the rest of the program. 


[Los Angeles (Calif.) Herald Express, February 22, 1954] 
SALARY INCREASES 


The Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries has recommended to 
president Eisenhower and to the Congress that there be a readjustment of con- 
gressional and judicial salaries to correct inequities of long standing, a read- 
justment which, if adopted, would cost the taxpayers $4,527,302 a year for Mem- 
bers of Congress, and $2,981,491 a year for Federal judges. 

In these days of billion-dollar expenditures on the part of Government, the 
cost of the contemplated salary readjustment does not seem excessive. Actually, 
we know that many fine citizens who would be of inestimable value to the 
Nation if they were in Congress or Senate feel that they cannot afford to hold 
office. 

After all, we want top brains in Government—and the cost of salaries and 
adequate remuneration would be small compared to what they would save us 
in the long run. 


[Kansas City (Mo.) Star, April 20, 1954]) 
IN FAIRNESS TO THE JUDICIARY 


It now appears that adequate pay for Federal judges will go by default and 
mainly because this happens to be an election year. Members of the Federal 
judiciary are not concerned about the election but the Members of Congress 
are and that makes the difference. 

Proposed salary increases for the judges were recommended by a special 
commission last January. Similar increases were recommended for Congress 
Members. Neither group had received a pay advance for 8 years, a period 
of inflation and higher living costs. The intention was to adjust the compen- 
sation of both groups accordingly, increasing the amounts from $15,000 to $27,500 
for Congress Members and Federal district judges. The higher scale of pay for 
members of the Supreme and Appeals Courts would be adjusted on a similar 
principle. 
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But Congress must vote all the increases and its Members are reluctant to 
do it through fear of criticism for raising their own pay in a campaign year. 
They might separate the two proposals and act for the judiciary alone. Still 
there is no evidence of such a move. Congress, however, has voted its Members 
increased pension benefits. So why should it hold out on the judges? 


[San Bernardino (Calif.) Daily Sun, March 19, 1954] 
BETTER COMPENSATION 


A number of Congressmen have been rather reluctant to go along with the 
proposed pay increase for themselves, the Vice President, the Speaker of the 
House, and all the Federal judiciary. 

They point out that this is a rather poor time—what with the administration 
espousing an economy program—to vote themselves more money. 

However, the Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries, made up 
of representatives from agriculture, labor and business, and the professions, has 
offered some potent arguments for a pay boost. 

The report it issued notes that adjustments in compensation of Federal judges 
and Members of Congress have been made on the average once in 20 years. In 
other words, their compensation, in comparison to that in private industry and 
practice, has lagged behind the times. 

There was an observation on the recommendations of the Hoover Commission. 
In line with the suggestions by the Hoover group, the compensation for other 
employees of the Federal Government has been adjusted upward five times since 
the last salary increase for Congressmen and members of the Federal judiciary. 
Although made 5 years ago, the Hoover recommendations for pay increases to 
Federal judges and Congressmen were not followed. 

It perhaps should be pointed out that the duties of judges and Congressmen 
are incomparably more complex than they were 20 years ago. This is largely due 
to the tremendous expansion of the powers and jurisdiction of the Federal 
Government. 

With that in mind, and also remembering that the Commission had a number 
of task forces study every phase of the problem, here are the proposed salaries 
for a “fair and reasonable compensation for the principal offices in the judicial 
and legislative branches of the Federal Government” : 

Chief Justice of the United States, $40,000; Associate Justices of the Supreme 
Court, $389,500; Vice President, $40,000; Speaker of the House, $40,000; Mem- 
bers of Congress, $27,500; judges of the United States Courts of Appeals, $30,500 ; 
judges of the United States Court of Claims, $30,500; judges of the Tax Court 
of the United States, $27,500; judges of the Court of Military Appeals, $30,500; 
judges of the United States Court of Customs and Patent Appeals, $30,500; judges 
of the United States Customs Court, $27,500; and judges of the United States 
district courts, $27,500. 

Those would represent increases of $14,500 for the Supreme Court Justices, 
$13,000 for circuit judges, $12,500 for district judges, $12,500 for Congressmen. 
But take out the tax bite and the increases range from $7,755 for the Supreme 
Court Justices to $8,494 for the lawmakers. 

What would the increase cost the taxpayer? 

The report figures the gross annual amount of the raises for the Members of 
Congress would be $6,622,500. But they would pay taxes on that, making the 
net cost to the Government $4,527,302. 

The net cost of the increases for the justices and judges would be $2,981,491. 

Broken down further, the increases would constitute one one-hundredth of 1 
percent of the Federal budget. 

In a sort of aside, the report also recommends consideration of pensions for 
the widows and dependents of the officials considered in the study. It also sug- 
gests the advisability of pensions for former Presidents and Vice Presidents and 
their surviving widows and dependents. 

The Commission’s points are well taken. It is particularly on the mark in its 
observation that even these increases would not enable the officials to maintain 


a standard of living comparable to that enjoyed before World War II by: those 
persons in the same posts. 
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[Galesburg (Ill.) Register, April 19, 1954] 
HIGHER Pay FoR JUDGES STALLED 


The reluctance of Members of Congress to vote themselves more pay in an elec- 
tion year is holding up a projected pay raise for the Federal judiciary whose 
compensation has been coupled in pending legislation with that of the legislative 
branch. 

An 18-member advisory commission authorized by Congress at the close of 
the 1953 session filed its report on January 15. It recommended an increase in 
congressional salaries from $15,000 (including a $2,500 allowance plus tax bene- 
fits) to $27,500 a year. It called also for boosts in salaries of the Vice President 
and Speaker of the House and increases for the Federal judiciary to range from 
$12,500 a year for district judges to $14,500 a year for Supreme Court Justices. 

The original bill to set up the Commission would have required that Congress 
act on its recommendations within 60 days, but this provision was eliminated 
before final passage. However, the bill did require the Commission to report 
by January 15 and more than 90 days have now elapsed since its report was filed. 

A bill to put the Commission’s recommendations into effect was promptly in- 
troduced in the House by Chairman Reed (Republican, Illinois) of the Judiciary 
Committee, and referred to his committee. But Reed said on February 27 that 
the committee has an understanding that it will “let the Senate act first.” The 
entire House is to be elected this year; only about a third of the Senate must 
face the voters in 1954. 

Over on the Senate side, there is reluctance to act because the House has in 
effect obtained a $7,500 bonus for all Members of Congress. A bill passed by the 
Senate in 1953 would have liberalized pension benefits for legislative employees 
only. Benefits for Members of Congress, somewhat larger than those in the final 
bill, were tacked on in the House this year, without debate and without a record 
vote. The conference report was adopted by the Senate, 61 to 30, after the bene- 
fits had been pared somewhat. It was Senator Williams (Republican, Delaware) 
who protested that the new benefits amounted to a “bonus of $7,500 for all 
participants.” 

Still another bill on the Senate Calendar would provide a flat $10,000 across- 
the-board increase for Members of Congress, and comparable increases in judges’ 
salaries. Introduced by Senator McCarran (Democrat, Nevada), it was reported 
to the Senate by the Judiciary Committee in 1953, but has not been called up for 
action. 

The January report of the Advisory Commission pointed out that salaries of 
Members of Congress and Federal jurists had not kept pace with the greatly 
increased responsibilities and workloads of their offices, that private industry 
paid larger salaries to men in positions of less responsibility, that salaries of 
legislators and jurists had lagged far behind the increase in the cost of living. 
The final report was unanimous, though some members of the Commission had 
voted for larger and some for smaller increases than were finally recommended. 

(Same editorial in: Corry, Pa., Journal, April 20, 1954; Fort Dodge, Iowa, 
Messenger Chronicle, April 28, 1954: Abilene, Tex., Reporter News, April 22, 
1954; Shreveport, La., Times, April 17, 1954; Owensboro, Ky., Messenger, April 
23, 1954.) 


[Chicago (Ill.) Sun Times, April 21, 1954] 
JUDICIAL PAY 


For more than 8 months now, a report urging salary increases for Congress- 
men and Federal judges has received little legislative attention. The report filed 
January 15 recommended raises of $12,500 for Members of the House and Senate, 
and increases ranging from $12,500 for United States district judges up to $14,500 
for Supreme Court Justices. 

Election-year reluctance is the reason for inaction. In the House, Ohairman 
Reed (Republican, Illinois) of the Judiciary Committee, introduced a bill to 
put the recommendations into effect. It was referred to his committee, which has 
indicated it will not act until the Senate does. 

While all House Members face reelection this year, only a third of the Senate 
Members do. But the Senate has not gone even as far as the House on the report. 

Some fair and telling reasons were offered in support of pay increases. The 
salaries have not kept pace either with the rising cost of living or the increased 
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responsibilities and workloads of these offices; private industry pays larger sal- 
aries to men with lesser responsibilities. 

From a public standpoint, the principal argument in favor of higher salaries 
for legislators and judges is that better pay would attract better men and com- 
pensate adequately good men already there. 

Congressional timidity on this issue is understandable, but if Congress lacks 
the courage to raise its own standards by raising its own pay, it should at least 
have the courage to grant the much-needed increases to the Federal judiciary. 
There is no reason why election-year fears should deprive our Federal judges 
of the adequate compensation long overdue them or discourage the elevation to 


the bench of able men who cannot, for good reasons, make the financial sacrifice 
now necessary. 


[Springfield (Ohio) News, May 1, 1954] 
CONGRESSIONAL Pay HIKE 


The reluctance of Congressmen to vote themselves pay raises in an election 
year is understandable but nonetheless regrettable. 

Fifteen thousand a year is totally inadequate for the job these men do. 
Small wonder that many desert the ranks. Without a private income, it is 
almost impossible for a Congressman to make ends meet, given the expenses 
of his office. 

No one expects Government service to be remunerative. It has other com- 
pensations. The Government always will attract good men who are prompted 
by sincere ambitions toward service. 

It is important, however, that no one be denied the opportunity to serve 
simply because he does not have private means. No citizen should find it neces- 
sary to subsidize the Government by serving at a financial loss. 

We trust that Congress will surmount its timidity and vote itself a raise. 
Congressmen should get at least to $20,000 and preferably to $25,000. Federal 
judges should be raised commensurately. 


{St. Paul (Minn.) Dispatch, April 21, 1954] 
CONGRESS HESITATES ON MEMBERS’ Pay INCREASE 


The foundation has been laid for an increase in the salaries of Members of 
Congress, but neither the House nor the Senate has yet had courage to bring 
the matter up for a vote. This election year hesitation has had the additional 
effect of stalling proposals for higher pay for Federal judges. 

A Commission was established by Congress in its 1953 session to recommend 
pay changes for Senators, Representatives, and judges. The Commission unani- 
mously found that all three groups are entitled to more remuneration. House 
leaders decided to wait for the Senate to take the initiative, but the Senate 
has not yet started the ball rolling. 

Since the bills which have been drafted link up judicial pay scales with those 
of Congressmen, the delay is affecting the Federal judges, who might otherwise 
have obtained separate consideration. 

Substantial salaries for public officials are in the public interest because this 
is one way of getting and keeping capable men in office. Members of Congress 
almost unanimously support this theory, but their fear of adverse reaction 
among voters causes them to hesitate about taking action. 


ee ee 


[Portsmouth (Ohio) Times, April 26, 1954] 
RouGH ON JUDGES 


If there were any time to shed a tear for the wrongs that are going to be com- 
mitted in this session of Congress, a special one might be shed for Federal judges. 
The dignitaries apparently are going to be sidestepped out of a raise it is gen- 
erally believed they are entitled to have. What happened to them shouldn't 
happen to anyone but Hawaiians seeking statehood when Democrats control 
Congress or Alaskans seeking statehood when Republicans control it. 
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The proposition of increasing judicial salaries was tied to a proposition for 
increasing the salaries of Members of Congress. Therefore, if the Congressmen 
developed cold feet about that particular morsel of political trouble the Federal 
judges could whistle for their raise. 

That is exactly what happened. 

A bill to raise the pay of Congressmen and Federal judges was introduced 
early this year. The chairman of the House Judiciary Committee sat on the 
bill because he said the Senate should act first; only a third of its Members 
must face voters this year, although every Member of the House will be subject 
to review. 

But the Senate stalled because it charged that House Members had given 
themselves a $7,500 bonus in effect by liberalizing their pension benefits. 

All this has no effect on Federal judges, who can only brood in judicial objec- 
tivity over the system of hooking up one proposal with another so neither has 
a change of winning if the cards are stacked against one, or of losing if the 
ecards are stacked against neither. 

(Same editorial in Ironton, Ohio, Tribune, April 26, 1954; Steubenville, Ohio, 
Herald Star, April 24, 1954; Marion, Ohio, Star, April 28, 1954.) 


[Cedar Rapids (Iowa) Gazette, April 4, 1954] 
Harp To SwALLow 


One Congressman told the Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries 
that he couldn’t vote for a raise for himself without displeasing the folks back 
home. We don’t believe it. Much higher salaries for labor leaders have not 
been begrudged by union members. They have gotten their money’s worth. 
We don’t believe the taxpayers are content for business and industry to con- 
tinue to have first pick of top-flight brains and administrative talent. Govern- 
ment is our biggest business. To hesitate to pay Members of Congress in reason- 
able proportion to what private industry pays those who manage its affairs, 
while expecting them to be responsible for a multi-multi-billion dollar business, 
is indeed to strain at a very young and undernourished gnat while swallowing 
not just a camel, a herd of elephants. 


[Albuquerque (N. Mex.) Journal, January 30, 1954] 
ANOTHER FEDERAL JUDGE 


Even before Congress has acted upon a measure to create 30 additional Federal 
judgeships, including a second judge for New Mexico, Republican party leaders 
in the State are considering persons to recommend for the appointment. 

In event it all comes about the appointees as well as the present judge is likely 
to be in the beneficiary of an increase in salary. A special Commission has 
recommended salary increases for members of the Federal judiciary. 

The Commission declared that salaries for judges “are, and for a long time 
have been, grossly inadequate.” It would boost the pay of Chief Justices of 
the Supreme Court from $25,500 a year to $40,000, that of Associate Justices 
from $25,000 to $39,500; appeals court judges from $17,500 to $30,000, and district 
court judges from $15,000 to $27,500. 

At one time New Mexico had two district court judges, but the bill creating 
the additional judgeship provided it was for the tenure of the new appointee. 
When Judge Orie L. Phillips was elevated to the appeals, or circuit court, the 
second position lapsed. 

The judges of the lower courts presented rather convincing testimony before 
the special Commission that their present salaries of $15,000 are too meager to 
attract our most capable lawyers to the bench. The salaries are not exempt from 
the high income tax, and this combined with the present-day living costs make 
the bench less attractive than ever. 

Justice Bolitha J. Laws of the United States district court in Washington 
testified his salary as a judge is less than his income 15 years ago when he was 
29 and practicing law. He explained that though not living on an extravagent 
seale, that with the income-tax bite and to maintain a position of reasonable 
dignity for himself and family he actually was going into the hole. 

A $15,000 annual salary may seem like a bonanza to some persons, but it is too 
meager to attract our most capable lawyers to the bench today. 
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[Bridgeport (Conn.) Post, April 5, 1954] 
CONGRESSIONAL AND JUDICIAL SALARIES 


More than 5 years ago the Hoover Commission recommended a general upward 
adjustment in the salaries of Federal employes in conformity with higher living 
costs and the standards required in such positions. In general these recom- 
mendations were followed in the executive branch of the Government, but for 
some reason Were never applied to Members of Congress, or to the Federal 
judiciary where similar increases were recommended. 

The result has been that today the ambition to be a Member of the House or 
of the Senate or a Federal judge is being confined more and more to persons of 
independent means. In view of the fact that a Member of Congress must main- 
tain two homes—1 in Washington and 1 in his home district—and the heavy 
expenses to which the Federal judges are put, it seems strange that the compen- 
sation allowed in these two branches of government has remained static, while 
there have been no less than 5 upward adjustments elsewhere. 

Contemplating this situation and the recommendations of the Hoover Com- 
mission, the 83d Congress appointed a Commission on Judicial and Congressional 
Salaries, composed of 18 persons including representatives of agriculture, labor, 
business, and professional groups. This Commission held numerous public hear- 
ings and also conducted special investigations producing great quantities of 
factual material bearing on the subject. 

The upshot of all the public hearings, the factfinding, and the research was a 
recommendation made unanimously in January of this year that the annual 
salaries of Senators, Representatives, and United States district judges be in- 
creased from $15,000 to $27,500 with corresponding increases for other United 
States judges. The report itself is a printed volume of 36 pages, but it may be 
summarized briefly : 

Salaries of these officers (judges and Congressmen) have not been adjusted 
to keep pace with the growth of the duties and responsibilities of these same 
offices, and the difference between salaries paid here and those paid in private 
enterprise to persons of similar ability but less responsibility has grown too 
marked. 

Present salaries of Federal judges and Congressmen tend to confine these im- 
portant positions to persons of independent wealth or outside earnings. 

In making the recommendation of a salary of $27,500 as reasonable, the Com- 
mission considered such factors as a 92-percent increase in the cost of living 
since 1939, the required standard of living for such persons, the duties and 
responsiblities of these offices, the higher income taxes to be deducted (making 
the apparent increase much greater than the effective increase for spending 
purposes), and the necessity for assuring freedom from economic pressure to 
persons in such important positions. 

Federal judges often sit in cases involving enormous property rights, such as 
railroad reorganizations, patent litigation, and the like. Members of Congress, 
of course, pass upon the laws which govern all of us. In this case a bill to put 
into effect the unanimous recommendation of the Commission has been intro- 
duced, and we hope that both the Senators and all of the Congressmen from 
Connecticut will vote for it, and will do so without the slightest embarrassment 
because of the fact that they will be voting for a raise in their own salaries. 


[Norwalk (Conn.) Hour, April 30, 1954] 


CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 


Increasing support is in evidence for higher salaries for Members of the 
National Congress and United States district court justices. There’s opposition, 
too, with something to be said on both sides. It does seem that there should 
be an increase; the question is what the increase should be. 

There is no question of the responsibility of these positions. No one can deny 
that we want the best possible men to fill the positions. No one wants any of 
them to serve at his own expense. 

The case of the late Chief Justice Fred Vinson of the Supreme Court has been 
presented in connection with the proposed increases. Dying suddenly, he left 
little more than enough to meet funeral expenses, with no provisions for his 
wife. Now it is up to us, through Congress, to do something for her. 
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Members of Congress do have to maintain homes in Washington, as well as 
their own in the States whence they are sent to Congress, and it is an expensive 
proposition. The average taxpayer knows that double what he used to be paid 
isn’t adequate to meet current high costs. That makes the case of the Congress- 
men look serious. Back in 1939 they received $10,000. Now they get $12,500, 
plus $2,500 in nontaxable expense money, making $15,000 in all. However, he 
must pay taxes on the $12,500, so what would be his take-home pay if he could 
take it home is just about $12,500. That goes for both the Senate and the House. 

The purchasing power of that $12,500 or so is placed at $6,700, so the Congress- 
man finds himself worse off than back in 1989 when he received $10,000. We 
know the dollar is worth only about 50 cents, so it figures. 

Pursuant to Public Law 220 of the 83d Congress, the Commission on Judicial 
and Congressional Salaries was named, consisting of 18 persons, representing 
agriculture, labor, business, and professions. Public hearings were held and 
over 60 witnesses were heard, representing a good cross section of the public. 
The Commission recommended unanimously that the salaries be increased from 
$15,000 to $27,500. 

That $12,500 increase must have staggered taxpayers who already were feel- 
ing the pressure and the Congressmen must have heard from home, because 
they have done nothing about voting themselves the increase. However, it does 
appear that something should be done about the situation. If they are $5,000 
or more worse off, that amount instead of $12,500 should be a help at any rate. 
Perhaps if they proceeded with a raise from $15,000 to $20,000, even $22,000, 
to make their position as good as that in 1939 or perhaps a little better, there 
would be more general understanding and sympathy. 

Why hasn’t someone suggested the $20,000 before? Figuring taxes, the cost 
to the taxpayers would be an additional $2 million or so instead of $4,800,000 
that the $12,500 increase would cost, and that would be a little more than a 
cent apiece for 160 million Americans. 

That doesn’t seem like too much to offer as a challenge for good government 
and integrity. 


[Fairfield (Conn.) News, April 8, 1954] 
No PLACE FoR PouUND FOOLISHNESS 


With our attention fixed on the new budget for Fairfield, and the indication 
that we are in for a substantial hike in town operating costs, most of us are not 
too sympathetic with a proposal to increase Federal Government costs. 

But a big and important decision will come up in Washington shortly that 
deserves our understanding and support. It has to do with the salaries of Con- 
gressmen and Federal judges. 

A special commission made an exhaustive study of the problem and has re- 
ported that the salaries of Senators, Congressmen, and United States district 
judges should be increased from $15,000 to $27,500, with corresponding in- 
creases for other United States judges. 

At first glance this seems like a whopping increase in pay, and many of us 
will react in a traditional American manner, looking with some suspicion on 
such salary ranges for our Government representatives. 

sut careful reading of the Commission report presents some very strong argu- 
ments for favorable action. 

First of all, it’s pretty clear that the scope of the job has greatly increased in 
the past 15 years. The basic welfare of our country demands the best in ability, 
training, and leadership in these important Federal offices. It follows that it 
takes a competitive level of income to attract able people into government service. 
At the present time, these positions tend to be confined to people of independent 
wealth or outside earnings. This doesn’t mean that people in this category have 
no ability ; but it does limit the field to choose from. 

Secondly, salaries of Federal judges and Congressmen have lagged far behind 
the increase in living costs and the general level of executive salaries in busi- 
ess and industry. It is calculated, for instance, that the proposed increase in 
pay will amount to a real increase in purchasing power of only a few hundred 
dollars for judges and less than $1,500 for Members of Congress. 

Third, the total cost of such increases—while a large figure to most of us— 
is a minute sum in comparison to the total Federal budget. The total annual 
cost of the increase to $27,500 is estimated at $7,500,000, roughly one one- 
hundredths of 1 percent of our present budget. 
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Congressmen will naturally be reluctant to vote this kind of increase for them- 
selves in an election year. After all it’s hard to act like everybody's neighbor at 
a political rally and know that the neighbors have just been tagged for more 
money for one’s own paycheck. 

In fact, the increase in pay will probably not be approved this term unless 
Representatives and Senators have pretty strong backing from their constitu- 
encies. We think the long-run importance of putting Federal salaries on a scale 
that will attract our best citizens warrants this kind of support. If you share 
this view, why not write Senators Bush and Purtell, and Congressmen Morano 
and Sadlak. Let them know your views and urge them to put Federal pay levels 


on a par with those in commerce and industry for like talents, responsibilities, 
and effort. 











ooo 





| Hartford (Conn.) Courant, April 5, 1954] 











More PAY FOR CONGRESS, AND FOR FEDERAL JUDGES 


Lost in the legislative logjam in Congress is a report. It recommends the sal- 
aries of Representatives, Senators, and United States district judges be raised 
from the present $15,000 to $27,500, with corresponding increases for other United 
States judges. This report, made by a commission of laymen set up earlier by 
the S8d Congress, was unanimous. And the reasons set forth are convincing, 

It has been forgotten that, following a recommendation of the Hoover Commis- 
sion, salaries in the executive department were raised in 1949. The Hoover Com- 
mission also recommended that the salaries of the judicial and legisiative 
branches of the Federal Government be raised. But nothing was done, ‘the 
result is that pay for these key posts in the national life, is inadequate to the 
responsibilities involved, in a day when a fearfully complex world piles on ever 
heavier responsibilities. The pay lags far behind for comparable talent and 
effort in private industry. That, unfortunately, will always happen. What is not 
right is that the average Congressman has to spend, out of his own pocket, 
some $3,000 more than his salary. And, in the words of the report, “Federal 
judges have heen forced to use up savings accumulated prior to becoming judges, 
and the widows of some Federal judges have been left destitute.” 

This kind of thing means that there is increasing pressure to fill the iop posts 
in the judiciary and the Legislature with men rich enough to afford the luxury 
of serving the public. That is not the American way of doing things. Congress, 
which has an obvious self-interest, may be expected not to neglect this report. 
It shouldn’t. It should note instead that the full amount of the recommended in- 
creases will cost $7.5 million a year. That is one one-hundredth of 1 percent of 
the Federal budget. Democracies are notoriously niggardly toward their public 
servants. But this is a kind of penny-pinching the Nation cannot afford. 
























{[Trentonian, Trenton, N. J., May 3, 1954] 


Congressman Howell Reports: 





HowkELL QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS ARE REVEALED 


By Charles R. Howell, Congressman, Fourth (Mercer-Burlington) District 


















Tabulations have been made of the first 2,000 returns of my sixth annual legis- 
lative questionnaire, and the results are given below. When the poll is com- 
pleted, I will probably have in the neighborhood of 4,000 questionnaires to report 
on. The results of this questionnaire are always of great value to me in under- 
standing how the people of Burlington and Mercer Counties feel on the important 
issues of the day, and I hope all of you who have received questionnaires will fill 
them out and return them to me so that I can have the benefit of your opinions. 
1. Increase postal rates on following to put Post Office on self-supporting basis : 
(a) First-class mail (letters) : yes, 866 or 46 percent; no, 1,019 or 54 percent. 
(b) Second-class (newspapers) : yes, 1,388 or 75 percent ; no, 451 or 25 percent. 
(c) Third-class (circulars) : yes, 1,780 or 89 percent; no, 213 or 11 percent. 
2. Have United States Steel pay part of cost of deepening Delaware River 
Channel to 40 feet : yes, 1,497 or 81 percent ; no, 361 or 19 percent. 
3. Continue program of Federal loans to build public housing units fer low- 
income families : yes, 1,487 or 74 percent; no, 513 or 26 percent. 
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4. Change Taft-Hartley labor law in following way : 

(a) Give greater rights to employers : 382 or 21 percent. 

(b) Give greater rights to workers : 410 or 22 percent. 

(c) Repeal completely : 323 or 18 percent. 

(d) Leave as it now stands : 718 or 89 percent. 

». Believe the program of Federal support for farm prices should be— 

(a) Continued at present level : 402 or 20 percent. 

(6) Continued, but at lower level : 1,133 or 57 percent. 

(¢) Diseontinued completely : 457 or 23 percent. 

6. United States should join with Canada in construction of St. Lawrence 
seadwiy > yes, 1,674 or 84 percent: no, 319 or 16 percent. 

7. United States join with other nations in pooling some nonmilitary atomic 
data to initiate peaceful uses of atomic enérgy: ves, 1,480 or 74 percent: no, 519 
or 26 percent. 

8. Strengthen United Nations into a limited world federation without authority 
in domestic affairs : yes, 1,401 or 72 percent ; no, 544 or 28 percent. 

9. Favor the new United States military policy of main reliance on atomic 
weapons and air power and less on ground forces and conventional weapons : yes, 
1,232 or 66 percent ; no, 687 or 34 percent. 

10. Change Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act and tariff laws to— 

(a) Permit more trade between United States and other countries: 1,539 or 
78 percent. 

(b) Permit less trade between United States and other countries: 73 or 4 
percent. 

(c) Leave as it stands : 357 or 18 percent. 

11. Favor proposal to increase salaries of Congressmen, Senators, and Federal 
judges : yes, 1,320 or 69 percent : no, 600 or 31 percent. 


[Arkansas Gazette, April 27, 1954] 
PUBLIC PAY 


The reluctance of any Congressman to vote himself a pay raise during an 
election year is understandable—even though most thinking people today would 
agree that our Federal legislators are underpaid. But it is particularly unfor- 
tunate in view of the timing involved that the proposal to raise the pay of the 
Federal judiciary is coupled with pending boosts for the legislative branch, and 
thus is also stalled. 

In 1953, Congress authorized a salary study by an 18-member Commission 
which reported back in on January 15. It recommended a boost in congressional 
salaries from, $15,000 ¢including a $2,500 allowance as well as tax benefits) to 
$27,500. It also recommended raises for the Vice President and Speaker and 
suggested increases for Federal judges ranging from $12,500 for district judges 
(for a total of $27,500) to $14,500 for Justices of the Supreme Court (for a total 
of $39,500). Still another measure, now in committee, would call for flat $10,000 
a year raises for Members of Congress and comparable boosts for ‘Federal judges. 

If. as appears probable, the Congressmen are going to continue to shy off 
from any pay increase for themselves, it would appear logical that the judicial 
pay item be placed in a separate bill and the recommendations of the 1953 Com- 
mission followed. Its report pointed out clearly that neither congressional nor 
judicial salaries have kept pace with the increased responsibilities and work 
loads of the offices. It also pointed out that substantially higher salaries are 
peid by industry to executives in positions of less responsibility, and that the 
pay of both legislators and jurists is well behind the rise in the cost of living. 
As an example the case of the late Chief Justice Vinson might be cited. After 
many years of distinguished service to the Nation both in Congress and the 
Federal judiciary he left a total estate of $7,163—-against which were outstand- 
ing debts amounting to $6,000. Our public servants deserve better than that. 


[New Orleans (La.) States, April 26, 1954] 
Pay BILLS STALLED 


Why Congressmen should be ‘reticent in asking more pay this year is appar- 
ent, with political campaigning what it is. But their feigned election-year bash- 
fulness has tied up a prospective salary increase for Federal judges. Pay for 
jurists and lawmakers is combined in a single bill. 
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More than 3 months ago an advisory Commission of 18 men filed with the 
National Legislature a report embodying these recommendations among others: 
Raises ranging from $12,500 annually for Federal district judges to $14,500 for 
Supreme Court Justices and an increase of $12,500 in congressional pay. 

The House bill covering the higher pay is gathering dust in the judiciary com- 
mittee. Members of the Lower House are reluctant to press for action because 
all must stand for election. In the Upper House where one-third of the Mem- 
bers face the electorate, there is the same reluctance, heightened by the fact 
that congressional pensions were upped this year by $7,500. 

A last year’s bill on the Senate calendar is also stymied. It would give a flat 
$10,000-a-year increase to lawmakers and judges alike. 

It doesn’t seem to make much difference that the advisory committee’s report 
in January pointed out that legislative and judicial salaries have not kept pace 
with living costs, nor have they matched salaries in private industry. What 
some inventive American should come up with is blinders that will work on 
skittish Congressmen like they work on skittish horses. 


[Baton Rouge (La.) State Times, May 22, 1954] 
CAP\TAL BUZZSAW 


By Bascom Timmons 


Washington—it’s a wonder to behold what some Members of Congress will 
sacrifice for the privilege of sitting for another 2 years or more in the leather- 
covered seats on the Senate and House floors. 

Most Members of the House already have decided to toss a $12,500 a-year pay 
raise out the window in favor of appearing before the voters this fall with hands 
untainted by the added salary. 

Congressmen, like corporation directors, shy away from boosting their own 
salaries—especially during an election year—and they’re the only ones who 
can do it. 

This understandable attack of cold feet apparently has doomed recommended 
pay raises for Senators, Representatives, Federal judges, members of the Su- 
preme Court, and Vice President Richard Nixon, at least for the current session 
of Congress. 

It’s still too early to flatly predict that pay raise legislation is dead because 
there is considerable agitation for more money by many congressmen without 
an outside source of income. 

The House has passed the buck to the Senate, preferring to let the more select 
body initiate any pay-raise legislation. The House leadership is aware that 
only one-third of the 96 Senators must go before the voters in November, whereas 
every House seat is in dispute. 

Already on the Senate consent calendar is a bill which would increase con- 
gressional salaries from the present $15,000-a-year to $25,000. 

The last time it came up for consideration on a call of the calendar—earlier 
this month—Senator Wayne Morse (Independent, Oregon) objected to it. Bills 
on the consent calendar can be blocked by one objection or a request that they 
be “passed over” without prejudice. 

As long as Morse is around the Senate, the measure has no chance of passage 
on the consent calendar. Morse has made his position on proposed pay raises 
clear on a number of occasions. 

Senator Pat McCarran (Democrat, Nevada) has introduced amendments to 
the measure which would bring it in line with the recommendations of a salary 
Commission set up last year to study the question of judicial and congressional 
salaries. The Commission recommended that the pay of Representatives, Dele- 
gates, and Senators be boosted to $27,500 per year, with the Government also 
paying the cost of six round trips per year between Washington and the home 
district for each Congressman. 

One interesting feature of the whole ticklish situation grows out of Congress’ 
attempt to prod itself into quick action on what some impartial observers term 
a badly needed pay boost. 

With as much conviction as a confirmed alcoholic ordering himself to stay on 
the wagon, Congress in passing the resolution setting up the Commission ordered 
itself to consider the Commission’s findings and enact legislation implementing 
them within 60 legislative days. 
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Without much notice, the 60 legislative days slipped by the other day. The 
Congress collectively now finds itself in the position of violating a law of the 
land by not acting within the allotted time. 

The reason? A resolution passed by Congress and signed by the President 
becomes the law of the land and the word “shall” has always been interpreted 
as exclusive of congressional intent. 

Congress, of course, isn’t going to prosecute itself for ignoring its own edict. 
In fact, the words “shall enact’ were put in the resolution to avoid a more 
strongly worded Senate provision. 

The Senate resolution setting up the salary Commission originally provided 
that if Congress did not act on the group’s recommendations within 60 legislative 
days, the recommendations would become law. 

House legal experts raised their constitutional eyebrows at this wording and 
got the House to strike out the Senate provision. In a subsequent conference, 
the Senate agreed to accept the much milder “shall enact” wording, which in 
effect meant nothing. 

The ticklish question of raising congressional salaries is not a party issue. 
It’s a two-horned dilemma which is summed up by one Member in the following : 
“IT need the raise, I deserve it, but what’s the sense of voting for it if the man 
who beats me because of it is going to get the gravy?” 


[Springfield (Ohio) News, May 29, 1954] 
Pay Or CONGRESS 


It is regrettable though understandable that Members of Congress are reluc- 
tant to raise their own pay, for fear of disfavor with voters. 

Talk has been heard around Washington for years of raising the pay of Mem- 
bers of the House and Senate, along with the salaries of Federal judges: but so 
far, bills dlong that line never have been considered on the floor of either House 

For a time, it appeared a bill calling for a congressional pay hike from the pres- 
ent $15,000 to $25,000 might come up in the House this year. But the bill is being 
allowed to die in the Judiciary Committee with no action in sight. 

Members of the House, practically all of whom face reelection this year, will 
not take the leadership for a pay raise. Members of the Senate, about a third 
of whom face voters in 1954, also are hesitant. Congressmen are in the awkward 
position of being the only Government officials who vote on their own salary. 

Hardly anyone can doubt that legislators—and Federal judges—-need a raise. 
Even an increase to $25,000 would give Congressmen a salary of less purchasing 
power than they had in 1939. Congressmen and judges have had no pay raise 
since 1946. 

Certainly it is to the advantage of the whole Nation that Congressmen and 
judges are paid enough to encourage the highest caliber seekers for those posi- 
tions. No one expects Government service to be remunerative, but it is important 


that no one be denied the opportunity to serve simply because he does not have 
private means of support. 


[Waco (Tex.) Farm and Labor Journal, May 28, 1954] 
More Pay FOR Our CONGRESSMEN 


The Federal Treasury must be full. The House Appropriations Committee 
voted Wednesday to give House Members $5,600 a year each in additional expense 
funds but pointedly ignored proposals to raise congressional salaries. 

In addition to the increased expense allowances for House Members, the meas- 
ure would provide a modest hike for the Federal judiciary and cuts in requests 
by the Library of Congress, Government Printing Office, and Office of the Capitol 
Architect. 

The House group, in accordance with custom, voted no funds for the Senate. 
The Senate will put its own money into the bill. 

While no legislation has been approved, the committee could have included in 
the bill to carry out proposals to raise congressional salaries to as much as 
$25,000 a year. Congressmen and Senators now get $12,500 plus $2,500 in 
expenses, all taxable. 
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And maybe the new salaries proposed are not too much. We have a friend 
in Washington, D. C., with a salary of $10,000 a year. He said he paid $2,500 
income taxes or thereabouts and $2,500 rent each year. He said the National 
Capital was the most expensive place to live in the Nation. So, maybe a good 
Congressman is well worth the money. 


[The Kansas City (Mo.) Star, August 26, 1954] 


IN JUSTICE TO THE JUDGES 


Congress Members at the recent session were mightly skittish about any move 
to increase their own pay. They were afraid of it in a campaign year. So nothing 
was done although an impartial commission had gone into the subject thoroughly 
and had recommended substantial salary adjustments not only for Senators and 
Representatives but the Federal judiciary. 

The Federal judges became the special victims of that timidity. Their pay 
increase was long overdue. The Commission found that Government workers 
had been given five increases since the judges and the Members of Congress had 
received their last advance. Also it was the war and postwar period of highly 
increased taxes and of growing inflation. 

It was shown by the special Commission that if the pay of Federal district 
judges were increased from the present $15,000 to the recommended $27,500 they 
would be ahead by only about $1,300 compared with their pay of $10,000 back in 
1939. A similar point held for the Congress Members who are now paid the 
$15,000 which includes $2,500 for expenses. In both cases all the pay is subject 
to taxes. The Commission showed also that if members of the Supreme Court 
were advanced from their present $25,000 to $389,500 (with $500 more for the 
Chief Justice in each case) they would still be poorer by some $4,000 compared 
with 1939. 

Federal judges in particular have made important sacrifices in assuming their 
positions. Many of them could have earned double or several times their pay by 
continuing the practice of law. They are neglected servants of the public, and 


they deserve better treatment. That goes for many of the Senators and Repre- 
sentatives, not to mention the better quality of legislative service that could be 
had if more men of outstanding ability were induced to enter Congress. 

The failure in the recent session is a part of unfinished business. When another 
Congress meets in January and when the fear of a pending election has been 
removed the Members should do their duty by the Federal judges whatever they 
are inclined to do for themselves. 


[Fort Worth (Tex.) Star Telegram, September 13, 1954] 


NEEDED PAY RAISE FoR FEDERAL JUDICIARY 


How much is a Federal judge worth? Or, for that matter, a Member of 
Congress? 

The answer, most people probably would say, depends upon how good a judge 
or a Member of Congress is. But just as probably, few would contend that 
a given judge or Congressman is worth less now than he was in 1939, assuming 
he has been serving that long. 

Early this year an impartial commission appointed to study the subject of 
judicial and congressional pay recommended a substantial increase. Among 
other things, it pointed out that the present salaries of Federal district judges 
($15,000 a year) and Members of Congress ($12,500 plus a $2,500 expense 
account) are far lower than they were in 1939 as regards purchasing power. 
The report stated that judges’ salaries would have to be somewhere between 
$25,000 and $27,500 a year to equal the purchasing power of their pay of 
$10,000 a year back in 1939. Something similar is true for Congressmen. 
As regards members of the Supreme Court, the report said that if their present 
$25,000 salaries were advanced to $39,500—with $500 more for the Chief Jus- 
tice—they would still be $4,000 less in purchasing power than in 1939. 

Moreover, stated the report, other Federal workers have received five increases 
in salary since the pay of judges and Members of Congress has been advanced. 
All this argues strongly that, in all fairness, the pay of the judiciary and of 
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Congress should be raised, but the argument does not reckon with congressional 
timidity. 

Near the end of the recent congressional session, Senator Johnson of Colo 
rado, who is retiring at the end of this year and therefore could not be accused 
of seeking self-benefit, sought to introduce legislation to raise the salaries of 
the colleagues he will leave behind. Skittish Senators begged him not to do ii, 
for this is election year. 

That should have nothing to do with it. If judges and Congressmen need 
better pay they should have it. Else the attractiveness of service on the 
bench or in Congress will decline and the taxpayers will be the sufferers. 
Efficiency in dispensing justice and making laws are worth what they properly 
should cost. And certainly the judges should not have to pay for the timidity 
of the Congressmen about raising their own pay. 


{Cleveland (Ohio) Plain Dealer, August 25, 1954] 
CONGRESSMEN NEED RAISE 
By Drew Pearson 


WASHINGTON It may sound strange coming from one who has done his share 
of criticizing Congress, but in my opinion it wouid be a tragedy if Congress did 
hot come back this fall to vote a pay raise both for judges and Congressmen 
themselves. 

President Eisenhower urged such a pay boost last year. A commission was 
appointed, a recommendation made, but now all has been forgotten. 

Congressmen and Federal judges and still strvgglil g along on salaries that few 
similarly qualified professional men would work for, though some are getting 
tired and resigning 

In the old days, the Senate was a rich man’s corporation, where a member 
could afford to work for nothing. And the resultant legislation, as could be 
expected, benefited the rich. The House of Representatives has featured those 
who got kickbacks from their staff, private expense accounts or skimped their 
families. 

Few men in any job these days have to maintain two houses, unless they are 
corporation executives and get paid for it. But a Congressman must keep a 
home in his district and a home in Washington, especially if he has children. 
The expense is terrific. 

On top of this, few people are called upon to work longer hours than a United 
States Senator. While the rest of the United States was pleasantly weekending, 
the Senate adjourned at 8:07 p. m. last Saturday night. Long hours have been 
the rule rather than the exception. Seldom has the Senate adjourned this 
summer before 8 p. m., and this does not include filibusters when debate con- 
tinned all night. 

The ordinary citizen working such hours would have gone on strike long ago, 
whether union or nonunion. 

Yet most Members of Congress are conscientious, honest men. This writer 
happens to have exposed irregularities, helped send four Congressmen to jail 
in recent years. However, I am certain these do not represent the average. 

What’s bound to happen is that if congressional salaries are not increased, the 
caliber or our legislators will go down. 

Since Congressmen hesitate to vote themselves an increase before elections, I 
suggest that the House return after November, when the Senate will have to 
return to vote on McCarthy anyway, and then both take up the long overdue 
question of congressional and judicial salaries. 


[Tuscon (Ariz.) Citizen, August 18, 1954] 
CONGRESS DESERVES A RAISE 


Roscoe Drummond 


WASHINGTON, August 22—TIt is time somebody stepped up and said a good 
word for Congress. When cartoonists and columnists need a filler, we find it 
pretty easy to draw a short bow and let Congress have it. This permits us to 
attack everybody in general but nobody in particular. What I am saying is that 
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while Congress is criticized more than it deserves, it rarely gets the praise it 
deserves. 

It seems to me that the 88d Congress does deserve praise, does deserve to be 
put down as a Congress with a record of accomplishment substantially above 
uverage. 

I would cite two major attainments: 

It has been a “do-something Congress.” It has to its credit a sizable, signifi- 
cant budget of important legislation and it has worked hard to produce it. No 
Congress of recent memory has been as productive as the 83d. 



















STALEMATE AVOIDED BY CONGRESS 






Congresses as narrowly divided as this one, with a whisker-thin Republican 
inajority in both Houses, have usually ended in legislative stalemate. To have 
avoided stalemate under such circumstances is a considerable achievement. Both 
parties deserve credit. On any comparative basis, the Democratic opposition 
conducted itself responsibly. It disagreed on some bills, like amending the Taft- 
Hartley law. That makes a two-party system. The opposition rarely voted 
captiously, seeking to block the administration merely as a partisan tactic. 

It strikes me that ou the basis of this record and after the mid-term elections, 
Congress ought to come back and do something for Congress. I mean put some- 
thing in the pay envelope as former Presidents Hoover and Truman, President 
hisenhower and a commission of distinguished citizens recommended earlier this 









year. 
You don’t have to agree with everything Congress has done to agree that 
Congress has done a good job and an expeditious job. 


You may not like parts 
of this bill or that, or think, as I happen to think, that it seriously botched the 
nnti-Communist law in a frantic partisan boxing match in the frenzied hours of 
preadjournment. But the solid accomplishments of the 838d Congress remain and 
ure clearly visible. To mention only a few: 

It approved the St. Lawrence seaway after a 30-year delay. 

It produced a 1,000-page modernization of the whole tax code—a eareful, 
constructive, menumental streamlining of the whole internal revenue structure 
for the first time in 78 years. 













It enacted basic changes in the atomic energy law primarily to take account 
of the fact that we no longer have the monopoly we possessed when the MeMahon 
Act was passed. The new law permits sharing of information with our allies 
on the use of atomic weapons, offers private industry opportunities to develop 
atomic power. Under democratic initiative several amendments designed to 
protect the public interest in patents were added to the act, which also opens 
the way to begin the President’s project of a world atomic pool for peaceful uses. 

It passed, with bipartisan support, the most wide-ranging social security and 
unemployment insurance measures since the early days of the New Deal. 

A pay raise for Congress is long overdue. 













The case doesn’t rest on what Con- 
gress has done in any particular session but its record this year would make 
action by Congress to raise its salaries more politically graceful. 











HARD WORK DESERVES MORE PAY 





Senators and Representatives are now paid $15,000 in salary and expenses. 
The Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries recommended that the 
figure be increased to $27,500. Such an increase would add only .00717 to the 
budget and cost the country only 3.4 cents per capita. Members of the Cabinet 
receive $22,500 and some ambassadors’ salaries are $25,000. 

Congressional salaries have never kept abreast of inflation. Because of in- 
flation Congressmen actually receive a lower compensation than they did in 
1939 when salaries were $10,000. 


Congressional salaries have not kept pace with the growth of their duties 
and responsibilities. 




















They are too low compared with salaries paid for similar ability and less 
responsibility in private industry. 


At their present level they tend to limit membership in Congress to persons 
of independent wealth or outside earnings. 


If you thing Congress deserves a raise, the best man to tell is your Congress- 
man. 


(Copyright, 1954, New York Herald Tribune, Inc.) 















(Both syndicated articles which appeared 
United States.) 





in newspapers throughout the 
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[New York (N. Y.) Times, December 17, 1954] 
FAIRER FEDERAL SALARIES 


In an election year it was too much to expect that Congressmen would raise 
their own salaries, though the political dynamite involved in such a step has, 
we think, been exaggerated. In any case, 1955 is not an election year, and 
perhaps Representative Walter’s bill to give adequate pay increases to Members 
of Congress and of the Federal judiciary will meet with success. 

It was just a year ago that at hearings on this subject in Washington an 18- 
man Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries was told of distin- 
guished Federal judges who after a lifetime of service had been able to amass 
no savings at all, of other judges who were forced to quit the bench for economic 
reasons, of Congressmen who left public life because otherwise they would not 
be able to provide for the future of their families. Last January the Commis- 
sion proposed substantial increases which would have put congressional and 
judicial salaries on a basis commensurate with the dignity and the responsibility 
of the offices ; but, it being an election year, Congress was too coy to act. 

Congressmen often must maintain two residences; they must devote virtually 
full time to public affairs; they have the fate of the Nation in their hands—and 
yet they receive a salary that forces many of them who have no independent 
income to engage in a private business or profession on the side. Higher salaries 
will of course not insure a higher quality of men; but higher salaries will pre- 
vent some good men from leaving public office and will also give more realistic 
rewards to those who stay. 

It may be of interest to New Yorkers to know that the judges of many of the 
municipal and all of the State courts in this city receive a higher salary than 
any members of the United States district court or Members of Congress. The 
Chief Justice of the United States receives considerably less than any member 
of the New York State Court of Appeals. If all the increases recommended by 
the Commission should be enacted, the total would come to only $7,500,000 annu- 
ally, a sound investment in courts and Congress. 


[Greenville (S. C.) Piedmont, December 7, 1954] 
A BUSINESSMAN ON FEDERAL SALARIES 


The United States Senate, in the closing hours of its special session last 
week, got some forthright advice from a forthright gentleman and temporary 
colleague on the subject of congressional pay. It is a subject on which the Con- 
gress itself has been less than forthright. 

South Carolina’s interim United States Senator Charles E. Daniel of Green- 
ville participated in the deliberations on the condemnation of Senator McCarthy 
of Wisconsin. He had a chance to observe the nation’s lawmakers in action 
and to see the strains and pressures to which they are subjected. And he con- 
cludes that they are underpaid. 

He inserted in the Congressional Record for December 2 his thanks for the 
courtesies and praise he had received from his colleagues and declared that, 
if he were to be a member of the Senate in January when legislation can be 
considered, he would introduce a bill to raise congressional salaries. Here 
are his own words: 

“Mr. President, I should like to take this opportunity to thank the majority 
leader and the minority leader for their kind observations about the junior 
Senator from South Carolina. I am appreciative to all Members of the Senate 
for the many courtesies they have extended to me since I have been a Member 
of this great body. I leave the Senate, tremendously impressed with the vast 
amount of work accomplished and with the burdensome load which is carried by 
the leaders of the two great political parties of our country. I am indeed sorry, 
for one particular reason, that I shall not be here in January, because the first 
order of business for me would be to urge the Senate to drastically increase 
salaries for all Members of the Senate, the House of Representatives, the 
judiciary, and employees of the Federal Government. The people of South Caro- 
lina want to pay adequate salaries to those who serve them so well in the Con- 
gress, the judiciary, and the Government of the United States. In my opinion, 
the Senate is the most underpaid organization in America today. If we are to 
continue having the best brains in this country representing this great country 
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in the Congress and the judiciary, I think that the 84th Congress should make 
pay increases the first order of business. Businessmen, taxpayers, and citizens 
of South Carolina would give their full support to such a program as a matter 
of justice.” 

These words were spoken by one of the most successful and dynamic business- 
nen in the South and the Nation. In his fabulous construction business he has 
become something of a southern legend and has attracted national attention. 
In approaching a huge job, such as the rushed erection of an industrial plant, 
he doesn’t hesitate to promise performances that a few years ago would have 
been thought impossible. His delivery has been such that some of the biggest 
industrialists in the country would just as soon have his verbal agreement to 
build as quickly and cheaply as he can as a signed multiclause contract. 


From this record it can be deduced that Charlie Daniel is accustomed to de- 
manding of those associated with him a high standard of performance. For that 
kind of service a businessman learns to expect to pay. 

From his background and his words, one can conclude that Senator Daniel 
reasons that in government, as in business, the employer gets just what he pays 
for, and no more. 

Logic is on the Senator’s side. The biggest and most important business in 
America today is the United States Government. Those who man its key positions 
have responsibilities and duties which in private corporations command much 
bigger salaries. The Congress of the United States is responsible for the spending 
of upwards of $100 billion a year. It must make, in the form of legislative action, 
decisions which affect the lives of 160 million people. Judges and many executive 
department employes frequently must assume responsibilities almost as great. 

The Piedmont is among those who believe the Congress and the executive and 
judicial departments could give the American people much more efficient govern- 
ment for less money. Salary is not the only factor in attracting and holding the 
best qualified men and women to do this but there is a growing body of opinion 
which holds that it is a big factor. 

Senator Daniel is of the opinion that the taxpayers and citizens of South Caro- 
lina, at least, would support corrective measures. The Congress should take its 
courage in its hands and act. 


{Chicago (Ill.) Daily Tribune, December 31, 1954] 
CONGRESSIONAL PAY 


Congressmen are expected to raise their pay next year from $15,000 a year to 
$25,000 to a dispatch from Washington which says the leaders of both parties 
are in favor of the idea. 

In our opinion it is a good idea if only because its adoption will just about 
force Congress to do as much for the Federal judiciary who are now very badly 
underpaid. The $25,000 figure was recommended by a citizens’ committee last 
year but the Members were timid about voting themselves a raise on the eve of 
election. 

There is a fine irony in the situation. Congressmen can’t get along on their 
salaries because inflation has raised the cost of living. And who was responsible 
for inflation? Nobody but the Members of Congress who forgot how to balance 
the budget and stay out of expensive wars. 

The incomes of a body of men and women who can vote themselves a raise 
any time they feel like it have rather lagged behind the average increase in a 
period of rising salaries and wages. This doesn’t prove that men in public office 
are unselfish. It proves that they are timid. In this matter, we suspect, they 
were needlessly alarmed because the great majority of the voters will approve 
the proposed increase and will surely bear no grudge if it is accompanied by the 
substantial reduction in Government expenses which will permit taxes to come 
down. 

Congressmen who will cut 5 or 10 billion dollars from the estimates that will 
be sent to Congress in a few weeks will be worth $25,000 a head. It would be 
wonderful if the raise could be made contingent upon the saving. 
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[Editorial—Saturday Evening Post, January 22, 1955] 
Our FEDERAL OFFICIALS SHOULD HAVE BETTER Pay 


How much are leaders worth, in terms of dollars? How much should the 
richest nation in the world pay for statesmanship? The 84th Congress has to 
decide, for almost the first item in its order of business is the long-deferred pro- 
posal to raise the salaries of Federal judges and of Congressmen themselves. 

The Hoover Commission recommended this increase; a Democratic and now a 
Republican President have urged it; editorials endorsing the salary raise have 
appeared in more than a thousand newspapers throughout the country. Lead- 
ing columnists, radio commentators, labor-union groups, agricultural organiza- 
tions, bar and professional associations, all have favored it. No substantial 
public opinion has been heard against it. 

But Congressmen, by our constitutional system, are in the peculiar position 

of having to fix their own salaries, and time and again they have shied away 
from voting themselves increases, for fear of a cry of looting the Treasury. 
And because of a long custom, dating from the first days of the Republic, by 
which Federal district judges are paid the same salary as Congressmen, the 
whole judicial establishment of the United States is suffering trom the same 
serious, almost critical nnderpayment that Congressmen endure. 
The last Congress, anxious for public support, provided for the appointment 
of a nonpartisan Commission of leading citizens, drawn equally from labor, 
business, agriculture and the professions. Under the chairmanship of Bernard 
G. Segal, chancellor of the Philadelphia Bar Association, this Commission made 
a full exploration of the standards by which a government should set salaries. 
What kind of people do we want for judges and Congressmen? the Segal Com- 
mission asked. And then it inquired, how much salary or income are such quali- 
fied people commanding in private life? 

The Chief Justice of the United States, they discovered, receives only what a 
moderately successful lawyer in a middle-sized city might make. Private in- 
divstry, for tasks less important to the Nation than Congressmen must discharge, 
often pays salaries 2 and 8 times greater. Union officials, successful profes- 
sional men, junior executives in business, men from among whom we should 
find our public leaders of today and tomorrow, cannot become Congressmen 
except at an impossible financial sacrifice. Lawyers, however qualified, cannot 
ascend the bench unless they are willing to lower drastically their standard of 
living. 

The Segal Commission heard a young Federal district judge in California say 
that he will have to quit the bench because he cannot support his wife, two 
children and a third child soon to come, on a judge’s salary. If he should die, 
his widow would receive no survivor’s benefits, and his income permits only the 
smallest insurance program. 

They heard the able and respected John C. Knox, chief judge of the Federal 
District Court for the Southern District of New York. probably the busiest Fed- 
eral court in the land, tell of his financial struggles since he went on the bench 
in 1918. In all his 37 years, he has never had enough money to live on, has had 
to teach and write when he could to keep up his insurance and educate his 
daughter. New York State judges, even New York city judges, and municipal 
judges in our larger cities receive higher salaries than he does. And though 
he has refused appointment to State benches because of his lifelong experience 
in Federal jurisprudence, now, in his later years, he is unable to afford a nurse 
to care for his invalid wife, and must do nursing duty himself after his day’s 
work in court is over. 

The Commission discerned that the day is long past when a Congressman 
eould earn a living in a private business or profession while serving his con- 
stituents. Congress nowadays is a full-time job, 7 days a week, every week in 
the year. Congressmen must maintain 2 homes, usually 2 offices, pay most of 
their travel expenses, hear many costs which a corporate employer would pay 
for its executives. Their expenses have increased with the enlargement of their 
work, but their salaries have remained the same through the whole period of 
recent inflation, and have grimly decreased in buying power. 

In its elaborate, searching report, the Segal Commission recommended a scale 
of increases necessary to bring the salaries of judges and Congressmen into line 
with the practice of the Nation in all fields. The total cost of these recommended 
increases would be only $7,500,000. But the 83d Congress, facing an election, 
failed to act. 
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Now the election is over. The public is aware of the need; what the lawyers 
call the last clear chance is here. The 84th Congress, in its 2 years’ existence, 
will spend more money for more purposes than any other body of men on earth. 
Commonsense and public interest alike require that they should devote a tiny 
fraction of their appropriations to making the major jobs of statecraft in a free 
nation financially possible for the men best fitted to hold them. 


MontTGOMERY, ALA., January 24, 1959. 
Hon. ESTES KEFAUVER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

Alabama State Bar urges increase salaries United States judges, Justices of 
the Supreme Court, and Members of Congress. Each group is now underpaid. 
Living costs are constantly going up and these public officials should have a raise 
in salary. 

WALTER B. JONES, 
President, Alabama State Bar 


PHOENIX, Ariz., January 25, 1955. 
ESTES KEFAUVER, 
Room 424, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Our privilege restate State Bar of Arizona resolution, April 24, 1954, that 
McCarran lecvistation providing increased compensation for Meibers of Congress 
and Federal judiciary be adopted. Printed Congressional Record, April 29, 1954 

DONALD FE. PHILiies, 
Erecutive Seerctary, State Bar of Arizona 


RUSSELLVILLE, ARK., January 24, 1955. 
Senator Estes KEFAUVER, 
Subcommittee Chairman, 
Nenate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Re pending legislation designed to increase salaries of Members of Congress 
and Feceral judiciary, executive committee, Arkansas Bar Association, unani- 
mously endorses and recommends for immediate enactment proposed legisla- 
tion to increase salaries of Members of Congress and Federal judiciary. Legis- 
lation has been too long delayed. Please present telegram to hearing January 
25 as our recommendation on this subject and advise if there is anything fur- 
ther we can do to assist in obtaining the requisite enactment. 

J. M. SMALLWoopb, 
President, Arkansas Bar Association. 


THE STATE BAR OF CALIFORNIA, 
San Diego, January 22, 1955. 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER 
Nenate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR KEFAUVER: Receipt is acknowledged of your January 21 tele- 
gram, requesting expression of opinion or recommendation of the State Bar of 
California concerning increase in salaries of United States judges, Justices, and 
Members of Congress. 

The board of governors of the State Bar of California, on January 24, 1953, 
adopted the following resolution : 

“Resolved, That the State Bar of California recommends to the Congress of 
the United States that appropriate action be taken toward increasing the salaries 
of the Federal judiciary.” 

I am certain that the failure of the board to include Members of Congress in 
their resolution is not to be taken as expressing disapproval of an increase in 
salary for them. The board was of the opinion that such recommendation was 
beyond its powers under the State Bar Act. 

Respectfully yours, 
Dewirrt A. Hiaeés, President. 
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DENVER, CoLo., January 24, 1955. 
Senator Estes KEFAUVER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Board of governors of Colorado bar association met January 22, 1955 and 
passed unanimously a resolution recommending an increase of salaries for 
United States judges, Justices, and Members of Congress, a copy of this wire 
is being forwarded to Senators Milliken and Allott and Representatives 
Rogers, Hill, Chenoweth, and Aspinall. 

CHARLES J. KELLY, 
President, Colorado Bar Association. 


NEW HAvEN, Conn., January 24, 1955. 
Senator Estes KEFAUVER: 
Subcommittee Chairman, Senate Judiciary Committee, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Council of the State Bar Association of Connecticut unanimously passed resolu- 
tion in favor of substantial salary increases for all members of the Federal 
judiciary and specifically in favor of House bill 1579. 

ALLYN L. Brown, JR., 
President, State Bar Association of Connecticut. 


WILMINGTON, DEt., January 24, 1955. 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 


Delaware State Bar Association reaffirms its unanimous action of November 
3, 1953, approving and supporting the increases in compensation for United 
States judges and Members of Congress provided in Senate bill 1663 of the 
83d Congress. Copy of this wire being mailed to the Delaware Members of 
the Congress. 

WILLIAM H. Four, 
President, Delaware State Bar Association. 


Mrami Beacn, Fra., January 24, 1955. 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
Chairman, Senate Committee, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

The Florida Bar, whose membership consists of 6,077 lawyers of Florida, 
respectfully urges and recommends enactment of proposed legislation increasing 
salaries of United States judges, justices, and Members of Congress. We have 
the firm conviction that the public interest will be served by providing adequate 
compensation for the Federal judiciary and Members of Congress. Your sup- 
port of this legislation will be deeply appreciated. 

DarreY A. DAVIS, 
President the Florida Bar. 


ROBERTSON, CASTLE & ANTHONY, 
Honolulu 1, Hawaii, January 22, 1955, 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
Senate of the United States, 
Washington, D. C. 

DeAR SENATOR KeFAvUVeER: The president of the Bar Association of the Terri- 
tory of Hawaii has asked me to reply to your radiogram of January 21 con- 
cerning the proposed hearing before your subcommittee on increases in salaries 
of United States judges, justices, and Members of Congress. 

Our association wholeheartedly supports any legislation designated to increase 
the salaries of members of the Federal judiciary. The increased cost of living 
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and heavy impact of taxes since the passage of the Hobbs bill (Public Law 567, 
79th Cong., 2d sess.) has undermined the effective relief which that bill sought 
to give by granting a $5,000 increase to all United States judges. Additional 
relief is clearly in order. 

Our chief concern is for the plight of our Territorial judges. We have taken 
the liberty of enclosing a copy of a brief prepared by the bar association for 
submission to the Committee on the Judiciary of the Senate and House of 
Representatives in the 1st session of the 80th Congress. That session had before 
it legislation seeking relief for our Territorial judges with regard to compen- 
sation and tenure. 

The organization of the courts of record of Hawaii, their compensation and 
tenure are set forth on page 3 of the brief. Since the brief was prepared, an 
additional circuit judgeship was created for the First Judicial Circuit (Island 
of Oahu where Honolulu is located) making a total of seven judges in that 
circuit. 

Our Territorial justices and judges are appointed for a term of years by the 
President of the United States by and with the consent of the Senate. They 
hold office at the will of the President (brief, p. 2). 

Through the Hawaiian Organic Act, Congress reserved the power to fix the 
tenure and compensation of Territorial judges. Despite a history of equality of 
compensation between the Territorial supreme court justices and United States 
district judges (brief, p. 6), justices of the supreme court and judges of the 
circuit courts of Hawaii were omitted from the coverage of the Hobbs bill. 

We invite your attention to the stopgap legislation adopted by the Territorial 
legislature to supplement the salaries of Territorial judges until such time as 
Congress should remedy the inequity created by the omission in the Hobbs bill 
(brief, p. 6). 

For the reasons advanced in sections I, II, and III of the enclosed brief, we 
not only support an increase in salary for Federal judges, but we urgently re- 
quest that the salaries of the justices of the Territorial supreme court be in- 
creased to equal the salaries of Federal district judges as increased. 

Our circuit judges are receiving compensation from the United States which 
was set by law in 1928 (brief, p. 3, fn. 3). A substantial increase is warranted 
by the drastic increase in cost of living since then. The proposed constitution 
of the State of Hawaii, adopted in convention in 1950 and approved by a sub- 
stantial majority of voters in an election for the purpose, provides that the 
salary for circuit judges until otherwise fixed by the legislature should be 
$15,000. We suggest that this amount would be a fair salary for circuit judges 
and one which would place them in proper relationship to Supreme Court 
Justices and United States district judges. 

We deeply appreciate the opportunity to express our views on what is deemed 
a most pressing problem by our association. 

Respectfully yours, 
WILLIAM F. QUINN, 
Chairman, Special Committee on Proposed Judicial Legislation, Bar 
Association of Hawaii. 


POCATELLO, IDAHO, January 23, 1955. 
Estes KEFAUVER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Re your wire Idaho State bar no opportunity to sample opinion of bar as a 
whole on increase salaries judges and Members of Congress. Bar commission 
of Idaho favors increases for both judges and justices and Members of Congress. 

L. F. RACINE, 
President, Idaho State Bar Association. 


ILLINOIS STATE BAR ASSOCTATION, 
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
January 22, 1955. 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Senator: I note that a public hearing is scheduled for January 25, 1955, 
on the legislation designed to increase salaries of Federal judges, justices, and 
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Members of Congress. It will not be possible for us to have a representative 
present at the hearings. Please be advised, however, that the Illinois State 
Bar Association has taken formal action through resolution adopted by its 
board of governors endorsing and recommending legislation to effect a sub- 
stantial increase. We heartily support this much-merited and long-delayed 
action. 

I will see that a copy of the resolution of our board of governors is forwarded 
to you for the files of your committee. 

Very truly, 
KARL C. WILLIAMS. 


—_—— 


ILLINOIS STATE BAR ASSOCIATION, 
Springfield, Ill, January 22, 1955. 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
United States Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR Kerauver: Mr. Karl C. Williams, president of this association, 
has asked me to send to you that portion of the minutes of our board of gov- 
ernors that has reference to the action taken by that body on the question of 
salaries for Federal judges. 

You will find enclosed an extract copy of the December 3, 1953, minutes of 
the board of governors of this association containing a resolution recommending 
increases in the salaries of Federal judges, Members of Congress, and United 
States attorneys. 

President Williams, as well as other members of this association, hopes that 
you and other Members of Congress will give due consideration to this important 
subject. 

Respectfully yours, 
WADE F. BAKER, Assistant Secretary. 

(Enclosure. ) 


MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS HELD THURSDAY, 
DECEMBER 3, 1953, 10 A. M., Horer PALMER House, CHICAGO 


Present: T. I. McKnight, Karl C. Williams, Thomas 8S. Edmonds, J. G. Thomas, 
Deneen A. Watson, C. Terry Lindner, Samuel Levin, David J. A. Hayes, Morton 
J. Barnard, Byron E. Bronston, Ralph D. Walker, Gilson Brown, Frederick H. 
Lauder, Timothy W. Swain, David R. Joslyn, John Logan Boyles. 

Advisory board: Nathan William MacChesney, Walter M. Provine, Floyd E. 
Thompson, Albert J. Harno, Kaywin Kennedy, A. L. Yantis, Joseph H. Hinshaw. 
President McKnight called the meeting to order and presided throughout. 

Mr. Edmonds moved that a committee be appointed to consider the question of 
salaries of State court judges. Mr. Swain seconded the motion. Mr. Barnard 
proposed an amendment, which was accepted by the makers of the original 
motion, to include the question of the salaries of all judges within the scope 
of the investigation and the report to be made by the committee. Motion carried. 

Mr. Williams read and moved the adoption of a resolution, substantially the 
same as proposed by Past President Wham. The resolution as read is as follows: 

Whereas the Hoover Commission recommended 4 years ago that salaries in all 
three departments of the Federal Government be increased ; 

Whereas the Congress enacted legislation providing salary increases for key 
officials in the executive branch, but enacted no legislation providing increases 
in the compensation of Members of Congress or Federal judges or United States 
attorneys ; 

Whereas the compensation of Federal judges, Members of Congress, and United 
States attorneys is insufficient to continue to attract strong, able, and conscien- 
tious men to the judiciary or the legislature or the Department of Justice or, in 
some insances, to retain those now holding office ; 

Whereas this is a wholly nonpartisan matter ; 

Whereas Congress, at the session just closed, passed Senate bill 2417 and 
President Eisenhower has signed said bill, and said bill provides for a Commis- 
sion of 18 members to study and make recommendations to Congress by January 
15, 1954, on judicial and congressional salary increases, and it is deemed desirable 
to express the opinion of the organized bar concerning this matter both to this 
Commission and the Congress ; 





E. 


1 of 
ard 
nal 
ope 
ied. 
the 
WS : 
all 


key 
ses 
ites 


ted 
ien- 
, in 


and 
mis- 
lary 
able 
this 


SALARIES OF JUSTICES, JUDGES, AND MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 299 


Whereas we have cousidered and upprove and desire to support increases in 
such salaries, and desire to memorialize and make known our approval and 
support to said Commission and the Members of the Congress of the United 
States and the public: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the board of governors of the Illinois State Bar Association 
does hereby declare its approval and support of increases in the salaries of 
Federal judges, Members of Congress and United States attorneys, and does 
hereby urge the members of the Commission appointed under Senate bill 2417 
and the Members of Congress to make adequate increases in such salaries. 

The motion was seconded by Mr. Watson. Motion carried. 

Mr. Barnard moved the adoption of the following resolution : 

Be it resolved, That the board of governors of the Illinois State Bar Asso- 
ciation approves in principle and recommends to the Congress of the United 
States the adoption of legislation, providing for pensions for surviving widows 
of Federal judges, similar to the bill introduced by Senator McCarran (intro- 
duced in 1953 by Representatives Javits, Multer and Celler), and that a special 
committee be appointed to consider such legislation when it is introduced in 
the next session of Congress and report thereon to the board of governors. 

The motion was seconded by Mr. Watson. Motion carried. 

There being no further business the meeting was adjourned. 

DENEEN A. WATSON, 
Secretary. 

Approved : 

Timotuy I. McKNIGHrT, 
President. 


THe Iowa STATE BAR ASSOCIATION, 
Ottumwa, lowa, January 22, 1950. 
Hon. ESTES KEFAUVER, 
United States Senator, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator Kerauver: Your telegram of January 21, 1955, relative to the 
public hearing on proposed legislation to increase the salaries of United States 
judges and Members of Congress to be held on January 25, received. 

The board of governors of the Iowa State Bar Association is its policyinaking 
body and I as its president, have no authority to commit it to any position sug- 
gested in your telegram. Time will not permit a meeting or poll of the board 
members before the hearing. 

Personally, I would recommend an increase in the salary of all Federal judges. 

Thanking you for your consideration in requesting expression of opinion, 
[am 

Yours very truly, 
CLYDE EF. JoNeEs, President. 


Wicnita, Kans., January 24, 1955. 
Hlon. ESTES KEFAUVER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Re telegram 21st. Membership of Kansas Bar Association has not expressed 
opinion but executive council is strongly in favor of legislation to increase 
judicial and congressional salaries. 

CLAUDE I. DEPEw, 
President, Kansas Bar Association. 


Monror, La., January 24, 1955. 
Sen. Estes KEFAUVER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


The Louisiana State Bar Association strongly favors the adoption of legisla- 
tion designed to increase the salaries of members of the Federal judiciary to 
levels commensurate with the importance of their office and the responsibilities 
Which they are called on to discharge. This action was taken by the association 
in convention assembled in April 1953 and the board of governors was authorized 
to make known the association’s views to the members of the Louisiana delega- 
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tion in Congress and to the appropriate congressional committees and to urge 
the adoption of such remedial legislation as may be sponsored by the Administra- 
tive Office of the United States Courts. 
THOMAS W. LEIGH, 
President, Louisiana State Bar Association. 


LOUISIANA STATE BAR ASSOCIATION, 
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
Monroe, January 24, 1955. 
Hon. ESTES KEFAUVER, 
United States Senator, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

My DEAR SENATOR KEFAUVER: Your telegram of January 21, addressed to Mr. 
R. B. Montgomery, Jr., as president of the Louisiana State Bar Association, has 
been forwarded by Mr. Montgomery to me, since I have succeeded him in that 
office. 

Enclosed herewith is a confirmation copy of a telegram which I have today 
sent you on behalf of our association. 

3y way of explanation I might state that our association is an integrated bar, 
including all of the approximately 3,500 lawyers in the State of Louisiana. The 
endorsement by our association of salary increases for members of the Federal 
judiciary was made at the annual meeting of our association had in Alexandria 
in April 1953, and the action taken was unanimous. Certified copies of the resolu- 
tions adopted at that time have heretofore been sent to the members of our 
Louisiana delegation and to the appropriate Committee chairmen, but I am asking 
our secretary to mail you another certified copy of these resolutions, with the 
request that it be incorporated in the record of your subcommittee’s hearings in 
order that due consideration may be given to our association’s views. 

Assuring you of my appreciation for your permitting us to make our recom- 
mendation known, and with all good wishes, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
Tuomas W. LEIGH. 


LOUISIANA STATE BAR ASSOCIATION, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY-TREASURER, 
New Orleans, January 25, 1955. 
Hon. ESTes KEFAUVER, 
United States Senator, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR: In compliance with request of Mr. Thomas W. Leigh, of 
Monroe, president of the association, I am enclosing herewith two certified copies 
of the resolution referred to by Mr. Leigh with respect to the salaries of the 
Federal judiciary, adopted by the association in annual meeting assembled in 
Alexandria, La., on April 25, 1953. 

As stated in Mr. Leigh’s letter to you of January 24, 1955, certified copies of 
this resolution were sent to Hon. William Langer, chairman, Senate Judiciary 
Committee; Hon. Chauncey W. Reed, chairman, House Judiciary Committee ; 
Hon. Harold M. Stephens, Chief Judge, Court of Appeals for District of Columbia 
Circuit, Washington, D. C.; and to the Louisiana congressional delegation. These 
copies were sent in May 1953. 

We also sent copy in May 1953 to Mr. Will Shafroth, Chief, Division of Proce- 
dural Studies and Statistics, Administrative Office of the United States Courts, 
6315 Broad Branch Road, Chevy Chase, Md., and requested his office to take such 
steps as may be calculated to procure the adoption of such remedial legislation 
as may be sponsored by it. 

If this office can be of further service to you, please advise. 

Yours very truly, 
STEPHEN A, MASCARO, 
Assistant Secretary. 
(Enclosures. ) 
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RESOLUTION BY Mr. THomas W. Leicu, Monror, LaA., AT THE 1953 ANNUAL 
MEETING OF THE LOUISIANA STATE BAR ASSOCIATION 


Whereas there is pending in the National Congress a bill, the object of which 
is to increase the salaries of the Federal judges throughout the United States; 
and 

Whereas this association is of the opinion that salaries payable to members 
of the Federal judiciary should be placed at such a level as to attract men 
of the highest legal and professional abilities and attainments; and 

Whereas the present salaries for members of the Federal judiciary were fixed 
in 1946, since which time the large increases both in costs of living and in income 
taxes have materially reduced the net compensation for such judges with a 
corresponding decrease in their standards of living; and 

Whereas this association has heretofore expressed itself as favoring increased 
compensation for members of the apellate courts of Louisiana and believes that 
the present situation with respect to the Federal courts should no longer be 
permitted to exist: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this association go on record as favoring the adoption by the 
National Congress of a bill which will increase the salaries of members of the 
Federal judiciary to a level commensurate with the importance of their office 
and the responsibilities which they are called on to discharge; be it further 

Resolved, That the board of governors of this association be and it is hereby 
authorized and directed to make known to the members of the Louisiana dele- 
gation in Congress and to the appropriate congressional committees the views 
of this association and to take such steps as may be calculated to procure the 
adoption of such remedial legislation as may be sponsored by the Administra- 
tive Office of the United States Courts. 

The above resolution unanimously adopted by the Louisiana State Bar Asso- 
ciation, in annual meeting assembled, in Alexandria, La., April 25, 1953. 

[SEAL | STEPHEN A. MASCARO, 

Assistant Secretary. 

NEW ORLEANS, LA., May 8, 1950. 


BANGOR, MAINE, January 22, 1955. 
SENATOR ESTES KEFAUVER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 


While there has been no individual poll of the Maine Bar Association on the 
subject, as president of the Maine Bar Association I feel I speak the minds of 
the executive committee and membership when I say we support fully the atti- 
tude of the American Bar Association on the question of increased salaries of 
United States judges, Justices, and Members of Congress. 

GEORGE F. EATON. 


—_—_—_— 


UnIversity, Miss., January 25, 1955. 
SENATOR ESTES KEFAUVER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

A poll of 17 bar commissioners who I selected geographically shows all but 1 
favor increasing salaries of Federal judiciary and all but 3 salaries of Congress- 
men. I believe this is representative of opinion of entire membership of our bar. 

Rosert J. FARLEY, 
President, Mississippi Bar. 


Str. Louis, Mo., January 25, 1955. 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Board of governors, authoritative body of the Missouri bar does not meet 
until February 4, therefore impossible to get official decision until then. Tele- 
graphic poll executive committee indicates favorable opinion on salary increases 
for United States Justices, judges, and Members of Congress. 

Russet. H. DOERNER, President. 
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HELENA, MONT., January 24, 1955. 
Hion. ESTES KEFAUVER, 


United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C.: 


Replying your telegram of January 21 past: Action of Montana Bar Association 
favorable to realistic increases in salaries of Members of Congress and Federal 
judiciary. Urge definite action this session. 

WESLEY W. WER‘z, 
President, Montana Bar Association. 


LINCOLN, NEBR., January 24, 1955. 
Ye4 
Hion. Estes KieFAUVER, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Lawyers of Nebraska strongly favor legislation designed to increase congres- 
sional and judicial salaries. 
JOHN J. WILSON, 
President, Nebraska State Bar Association. 


RENO, NEv., January 24, 19505. 
Hon. Estes KEFAvUVER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Your telegram addressed to Orville Wilson, president of the State Bar of 
Nevada, is acknowledged. Mr. Wilson’s term expires in November and I was 
elected to sueceed him. It is the unanimous opinion of the State Bar of Nevada 
that all salaries of Federal judges and Members of Congress should be increased 
and be in keeping with the times. 

Wm. K. Woopsurn, 
President, State Bar of Nevada. 


Bar ASSOCIATION OF THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE, 
January 24, 1950. 
Re bill to increase salaries of United States Justices and Members of Congress 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR KEFAUVER: In reply to your telegram of January 21, please be 
advised that the New Hampshire State Bar Association is wholeheartedly in 
favor of the bill to increase the salaries of United States Justices and Members of 
Congress. 

When the judicial branch of the Government was first established, the salary 
was $4,000 a year, and the courts had very few cases to consider. This $4,000 
salary on the basis of current purchasing value would be equivalent to $40,000, 
If the founders of the Constitution were of the opinion that the justices appointed 
to serve on the court and as Members of Congress were entitled to the equivalent 
of $40,000 at that time for the limited duties that they were required to perform, 
by comparison to what is required and expected of them now, it seems only fair 
and reasonable that they should be compensated accordingly, and therefore the 
Bar Association of New Hampshire is in favor of the salaries of the United 
States Justices and Members of Congress being increased in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Committee, and wishes to be recorded in support of the 
bills pending to accomplish this objective. 

If I can be of further service to you in connection with this matter, please 
advise. 

With kindest regards, I remain 

Sincerely yours, 
STANLEY M. Burns, President. 
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NEW JERSEY STATE BAR ASSOCIATION, 
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
Paterson, N.J., January 24, 1955. 
Re salary for Congress and judges 
Senator Estes KEFAUVER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: In response to your telegram of January 21, please inform 
your committee that the New Jersey State Bar Association has gone on record 
in favor of this legislation. Last year our association gave a breakfast to all 
New Jersey Congressmen at the Congressional Hotel in Washington and stated 
the position of the association in favor of the legislation and secured promises 
from most of them to support the bill. 

Our association is well aware of the fact that both Congressmen and United 
States judges have difficulty living on the salaries they receive after paying 
income taxes. They should be sufficiently compensated so that they can live in a 
state of society appropriate to the positions that they hold in the community. 
Our New Jersey judges are better paid than United States judges. 

Sincerely, 
ForsTeER W. FREEMAN, Jr. 


SANTA FE, N. MEx., January 25, 1955. 
Ilon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
United States Senate, Room 424, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Recommend increase of salaries of all United States judges, Justices and 
Members of Congress. 
Howarp F. Hovuk, 
President State Bar of New Mezico. 


BRookKiyN, N. Y., January 24, 1955. 
lion. Estes KEFAUVER, 
Room 424 Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

New York State Bar on December 1, 1950 approved additional compensation 
for United States judges, and so forth. In May 1951, member of State bar 
committee appeared before congressional committee urging such action. June 
24, 1953, our action was reaffirmed and again in December 1953. We heartily 
favor increase as a matter of justice and better procedure. 


Hunter L. DeLatour, President. 


NorTH CAROLINA BAR ASSOCIATION, 
January 22, 1955. 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR Kerauver: This is in response to your wire of January 
21, 1955, relative to the proposal for the increase in salaries of United States 
judges and Members of Congress. 

At its 19583 convention the North Carolina Bar Association voted to support 
a proposal that the salaries of Federal judges and Members of Congress be 
increased to $25,000 per year. It is my recollection that the vote was unanimous. 

Although this does not appear in our resolution, there was considerable feeling 
among those present that should this salary increase go into effect, Members 
of Congress should refrain from the practice of law during their term of office. 

Respectfully yours, 
JOEL B. ADAMS, President. 
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SPRINGFIELD, Outro, January 24, 1955. 
ESTES KEFAUVER, 
Subcommittee Chairman, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

The committee on Federal courts and practice and council of delegates of 
Ohio State Bar Association have approved support of legislation providing for 
appropriate salaries for United States judges and Justices and on behalf of 
the association I am glad to urgently support such legislation. Matter of in- 
crease of congressional salaries has not been brought before association and no 
official action has been taken, thereon I personally endorse legislation providing 
for proper compensation to Members of Congress. 

JOHN C. DURFEY, 
President, Ohio State Bar Association. 


OKLAHOMA BAR ASSOCIATION, 
Oklahoma City, Okla., January 22, 1955. 
Senator Estes KEFAUVER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee, 424 Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DreAR SENATOR Kerauver: The Oklahoma Bar Association deeply appreciates 
your telegram just received, inviting us to express our opinion and recommenda- 
tion relative to S. 1663, concerning which a public hearing will be held by your 
subcommittee, 10 a. m., Tuesday, January 25, room 424, Senate Office Building, 

fam sure that you have heretofore received the endorsement which has here- 
tofore been made by the Oklahoma Bar Association. To this I wish to add my 
personal endorsement of this needed legislation. I feel it is highly important 
that our Congressmen and Federal judiciary receive more adequate compensa- 
tion for the highly important positions they fill. For vears I have felt that their 
salaries have not kept pace with our increased cost of living. 

I therefore earnestly urge the passage of S. 1663, as amended, at the earliest 
possible date. 
Very cordially yours, 
Cras. B. DUFFY, 
President, Oklahoma Bar Association. 


Butcer, Pa., January 24, 1955. 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
Chairman, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Pennsylvania Bar Association strongly recommends increases in salaries of 
all Federal judges and Congressmen. Action was taken by our association at its 
midwinter meeting in January 1955 and our association has consistently supported 
such legislation. 

J. CAMPBELL BRANDON, 
President, Pennsylvania Bar Association. 


PROVIDENCE, R. I., January 25, 1955. 
Hon. ESTES KEFAUVER, 
Subcommittee Chairman Judiciary Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


January 7, 1954, Rhode Island Bar Association passed resolution approving 
Federal legislation to provide increase in salaries of the Federal judiciary, 
Members of Congress, United States attorneys, and assistants to Attorney 
General of the United States. We urge your support of the present legislation 
for that purpose now pending before Congress. 


RuopeE IstAnp Bar ASSOCTATION, 
JAMES H. Hicea1ns, Jr., Secretary. 
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BAR ASSOCIATION OF TENNESSEE, 
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
Memphis 1, Tenn., January 22, 1955. 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
Chairman Subcommittee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR KeFAUVER: I have your wire of January 21 regarding the hear- 
ing to increase salaries of United States judges, justices, and Members of 
Congress. 

The Bar Association of Tennessee is committed to a policy of increasing judi 
cial salaries and at this term of the Tennessee Legislature has introduced bills 
to increase the salaries paid State judges and attorney generals and likewise 
to put their retirement systems on a sound basis. Therefore you can announce 
and use as material the approval of the Bar Association of Tennessee to increase 
judiciary and congressional salaries. 

Yours truly truly, 
EDWARD W. KUHN. 


STATE BAR OF TEXAS, 
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
Antonio, Texr., January 24, 195 
Re: Increased judicial salaries. 
Senator Estes KEFAUVER, 
Subcommittee Chairman, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Drar Sir: I wish to advise that the directors of the State Bar of Texas 
unanimously adopted the following resolution, which we would appreciate your 
committee considering, same being: 

“Knowing it would be to the best interest of the administration of justice in 
and the judiciary of the United States, the Congress of the United States is 
urged to pass the present legislation increasing the salaries of the members of 
the judiciary.” 

Respectfully submitted, 
R. N. GRAHAM. 


Provo, UTAH, January 25, 1955. 
Senator Estes KEFAUVER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
The Utah State Bar recommends that the salaries of the Federal judges ve 
increased. 
DALLAS H. YOUNG, 
President, Utah State Bar. 


VERMONT BAR ASSOCIATION, 
Proctor, Vt., January 24, 1955, 
Hion. Estes KEFAUVER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DreEAR SENATOR KEFAUVER: I have your telegram of January 21 relative to the 
expression of an opinion by the Vermont Bar Association, regarding the pro 
posed increase of salaries of United States judges, Justices, and Members of 
Congress. 

I note that the public hearing is to be held at 10 a. m., Tuesday, January 25. 
Since this proposal has never been submitted to our association, I can only speak 
for myself and say that I believe the salaries in question should be increased, 
in accordance with proposals already made, and that such increases are long 
overdue. 

Yours very truly, 

Wm. H. ApAMs, President. 
NORFOLK, VA., January 24, 1955. 
Senator Estes KEFAUVER, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Re your telegram legislation for increase in salaries for United States judges, 
justices and Members of Congress regret that I shall be unable to be present to 
57814 55 21 
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express the views of the Virginia State Bar Association but our organization is 
definitely in favor of such salary increases and strongly urge the passage of 
legislation toward that end. Please put me on your mailing list so that my 
organization may be kept abreast of developments. 
MICHAEL B. WAGENHEIM, 
President, Virginia State Bar Association. 


—_————_—_————_ 


LYNCHBURG, VA., January 24, 1955. 
Hon. ESTES KEFAUVER, 
Subcommittee Chairman, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

The Virginia State bar heartily endorses legislation to increase the salaries of 
United States judges and Justices and respectfully suggests that such salaries 
be made comparable to salaries received by others, in positions of responsibility 
and trust in industry and the professions, to the end that competent persons 
will not be precluded from accepting judgeships because of an inability to make 
2 financial sacrifice. 

Wm. ROSENBERGER, JR. 
President, Virginia State Bar. 


SEATTLE, WaASH., January 22, 1955. 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Washington State Bar Association favors increases in Salaries of United States 
judges and Members of Congress as recommended in the Citizen’s Committee 
report of last year. 

ALFRED J. SCHWEPPE, 
President, Washington State Bar Association. 





THe WEsT VIRGINIA BAR ASSOCIATION, 
BUCKHANNON, W. VA., January 24, 1955. 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
Subcommittee Chairman, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator: While I have not taken a poll of our executive committee, 
I feel confident that such poll would be in favor of increasing salaries of United 
States judges and Members of Congress. Prior informal discussions with our 
association indicated this sentiment. 

Very truly yours, 





U. G. Youna. 


























WASHINGTON, D. 





C., January 24, 1955, 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
Subcommiitce Senate Committee on the Judiciary, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Thank you for your telegram. Bar Association District of Columbia approves 
legislation for increases in salaries of United States Justices and judges. Our 
association representative will appear at public hearing 10 a.m. Tuesday, January 
25, 1955, room 424, Senate Office Building. 

CHARLES B. MURRAY, 
President, Bar Association. 





SAN JUAN, P. R., January 24, 1955. 
Senator Estes KEFAUVER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Your cable to Benicio Sanchez Castano, former president bar association, has 
been referred to me and this bar strongly recommends the approval of legisla- 
tion to increase the salaries of United States judges, Justices, and Members of 
Congress for their present salary is inadequate. and they are underpaid in the 
high position that they discharge. The increase in the cost of living, income tax, 
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and sundry expenses is coercive and is almost impossible for them to alternate 
with such a low pay. We respectfully recomend the approval of legislation 
to increase the salaries. 
Very obliged, 
Furx Ocnoreco, President. 


NorTH SIDE STATE BANK OF Rock SprINGS, Wyo., 
Rock Springs, Wyo., January 22, 1955. 


Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
United States Senator, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: In answer to your telegram of January 21 regarding sched- 
uled public hearings on legislation designed to increase salaries of United States 
judges, Justices, and Members of Congress, having had the honor of service 
with the Commission appointed for that specific purpose and that Commission 
being comprised of businessmen, labor, and agriculture, I concur with the unani- 
mous findings of that Commission wherein they recommend adjustments of 
salaries for the above designated; and in addition thereto, having had the 
honor of serving in the United States Senate as Senator from Wyoming, I am now 
firmly convinced that the salary increases are justified. 

In my opinion, it is unfair and detrimental to expect people to serve in the 
capacity at a personal loss for the good of our Government, and the people of 


this Nation. In my opinion, the legislation should be enacted as expediently as 
possible. 


Sincerely, 
E. D. CRIpPaA. 


San Francisco, Cauir., January 25 1955. 


Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Judicial and Congressional Salaries, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


I greatly appreciate the opportunity afforded by your telegram of January 21 


to express my opinion, as a member of the former Commission on Judicial and 
Congressional Salaries, with respect to legislation designed to increase such 
salaries. I will again strongly urge the salaries recommended by our Com- 
mission, and as provided in 8. 462, be approved by the Congress. You and your 
colleagues are fully aware of the situation facing Members of Congress. The 
judiciary are in even worse plight for the very nature of their office practicaily 
precludes augmentation of income from private activities. The increase unani- 
mously recommended by the Commission for the 369 Federal Justices and judges 
would be an insignificant burden on the taxpayers, but would do much to assure 
the appointment and retention of fully qualified judges to administer this inde- 
pendent and highly important branch of our Government. 


EUGENE D. BENNETT. 


MINNEAPOLIS, MINN., January 23, 1955. 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 


Senate, Washington, D. C.: 


Will be glad to make statement on behalf of American Bar Association at 
Tuesday hearing on judicial congressional salaries. 


Morris B. MITCHELL. 


SAN Jose, CALIF., January 24, 1955. 

Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, United States Senator, 

Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Judicial and Congressional Salaries, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, BD. C. 


I am pleased to reply to your telegram of January 21, addressed to me as a 
member of the Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries, created pur- 
suant to Public Law 220, 83d Congress, and suggesting that an expression of 
opinion or recommendation from me on the subject of increasing judicial and 
congressional salaries would be appreciated, since legislation upon the subject 
is to be considered at a public hearing on Tuesday, January 25, by a Senate 
subcommittee of which you are chairman. 
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Let me first make clear that I unequivocally reaffirm and endorse the report 
and recommendations made by the Commission on Judicial and Congressional 
Salaries and submitted to the President, the Vice President, Speaker of the 
House, and the Chief Justice of the United States Supreme Court, as provided 
in the law which created the Commission. 

The workload, duties, and responsibilities of our Federal judges and Members 
of Congress have increased at least in proportion to those imposed upon men 
generally throughout the country who hold high positions of trust and respon- 
sibility, but the salaries of our judges and Members of Congress have 
lagged far behind. They are grossly underpaid, and in some instances, their 
salaries lag behind salary adjustments granted most employees of the Federal 
Government. 

One of the objectives of our Commission was to recommend an increase in 
congressional salaries which would make it possible to attract the best available 
men from private life, and thus maintain the highest possible standard of public 
service in Congress. The qualities demanded in a Member of Congress are quali- 
ties which also make for success in the professions, commerce, industry, agri- 
culture, and labor. Salaries of Members of Congress must be such that they will 
attract and hold individuals capable of meeting the challenges facing the Nation 
and the world, and who will be able to maintain the essential stature of this 
branch of our Government. 

What has been said with respect to the salaries of Members of Congress 
applies also to the salaries of Federal judges. The salary increases recommended 
by the Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries are, in my opinion, 
necessary to maintain and secure a personnel for the judiciary qualified to per- 
form the tasks and sustain the responsibilities required of it. The recommended 
salaries will provide a fair and just compensation commensurate with the exact- 
ing duties and heavy responsibilities of the Federal judiciary. These recom- 
mended salary increases will also, to some extent, relieve the present gross 
inequities and will be in the public interest. 

Our courts are the safeguard and refuge of the constitutional rights of all 
persons. They protect the interests of the least of its citizens and have a tre 
mendously more difficult and responsible job than anything that resembles them 
in private business. 

Our Government is the world’s greatest business. It should lead in the 
matter of salaries paid and other considerations that usually attach to posi- 
tions of great trust and responsibility. 

In addition to the salary increases recommended by the Commission on 
Judicial and Congressional Salaries, I respectfully urge that the present retire- 
ment system affecting Federal judges and Congressmen be revised, improved, 
and extended to conform generally to present-day trends. 

There should also be provided a system for the payment of fair and adequate 
annuities and benefits to widows and dependents of Federal judges and Mem- 
bers of Congress, including the Vice President and Speaker of the House. Such 
a system should be one that would do credit to the honor and dignity of our great 
Government. 

May I also assume to suggest revision of the present complex and antiquated 
system of allowances to cover staff expenses, office expense, and certain office 
services furnished by the Federal Government; thus to provide methods of 
expense payments more in line with modern practices of business and of other 
Government offices. 

The basis for payment to Congressmen to cover the expense of traveling be 
tween their homes and the Capitol at Washington has undergone little or no 
change for many years. Changes in our economy and increase in the workload 
of Members of Congress, which in many instances requires that they make more 
than one trip to their home districts during a particular session, suggests, in all 
fairness, that the present basis for payment be revised to provide a more real- 
istic allowance to help meet the additional cost involved. 

The above statement on this very important subject is most respectfully sub- 
mitted with my personal thanks to you as chairman of the Senate subcommittee 
for providing me with the opportunity and privilege of doing so. 

D. B. ROBERTSON, 
President Emeritus, Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen. 
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San Jose, Cauir., Junuary 24, 1955. 
Senator Estes KEFAUVER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Concur in findings of the Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries. 
Their recommendations were made after a long and thorough study and I am 
heartily in favor of all salary increases as recommended by the commission. 

F. M. SHaAy, 
President, California Prune and Apricot Grocery Association. 





UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA, 
Washington 6, D.C., January 24, 1950. 
Llon. ESTES KEFAUVER, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR: In accordance with your request, I am enclosing a statement 
in support of the legislation designed to increase salaries of United States judges, 
Justices, and Members of Congress. 

I would appreciate it very much if you would make this statement a part of 
the record of your hearing. 

Cordially yours, 
Davip J. McDONALD, President. 


STATEMENT OF DaAvip J. MCDONALD, PRESIDENT, UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA 
AND MEMBER OF THE COMMISSION ON JUDICIAL AND CONGRESSIONAL SALARIES 


| believe that the salaries of Congressmen and Federal judges, and other 
officials, too, for that matter, should provide a comfortable standard of living, 
in keeping with the dignity of the office, and without the necessity for outside 
income or outside work. 

A salary scale under which only the independently wealthy can afford to serve 
in Congress or on the Federal courts violates the principles of democracy. Fur- 
ther, it deprives the Government of the services of many of its ablest citizens. 
Our country can ill afford, in the light of grave and complex issues confronting 
us, to restrict public service to a small segment of its population. Our country 
needs in Congress the ablest and most public spirited men that can be found, 
from whatever walks of life they may come. 

Restriction of public service to the ranks of the wealthy is additionally objec- 
tionable from the standpoint of the working people, in that it means that no one 
drawn from their ranks can serve. The consequence is not only that many able 
and public-spirited men are excluded from the public service, but that it becomes 
one sided, representing only one point of view. 

I do not say that this situation exists under the present salary schedules, but 
I think that it is being approached. Certainly the present salaries of Congressmen 
and Federal judges are not adequate to maintain a standard of living consonant 
with the importance of the positions. 

I do not say that the salaries of public officials should be comparable with those 
in industry. I do not think that they can be. To some extent we must always 
rely upon public spiritedness to bring men into the public service. But public 
service should not require inordinate sacrifice. 

Congressmen face special expenses. They must maintain 2 residences—1 
in Washington, and the other at home, if they expect to be reelected—and are 
subject to numerous other expenses as well. 

As to Federal judges, too, it is important to the operation of our democratic 
system that these positions be attractive to all men who have the necessary 
character and professional qualifications. The Federal judiciary should not be 
restricted to men who have inherited wealth, or who have made so much money 
in the practice of the law that they can afford to go on the bench without depend- 
ing upon their salaries for a livelihood. 

Specifically, I support the increases in the salaries of Members of Congress 
and Federal judges, recommended by the Commission on Judicial and Congres- 
sional Salaries on which I had the honor to serve. I urge that the Congress 
give careful consideration to the recommendations of the Commission and that 
it take prompt action to implement these recommendations. 
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In addition, I urge that proper provision should be made for the widows and 
minor children of deceased Congressmen and Federal judges. This failure to 
provide pensions for widows and minor children is a major gap in the present 
legislation. It should be closed. 

I thank the committee for this opportunity to make this statement. 


CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS, 
Washington 6, D. C., January 25, 1955. 
Hon. EsTes KEFAUVER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Judicial and Congressional Salaries, 
Committee on the Judiciary, 
Senate Office Bulding, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR KEFAUVER: I have been informed that your subcommittee is 
holding hearings on the findings and recommendations of the Commission on 
Judicial and Congressional Salaries, which were transmitted to the proper author- 
ities more than a year ago. 

As a member of this Commission, I wish to reiterate my support for its rec- 
ommendations to increase the salaries of the Vice President of the United States, 
the Chief Justice, the Members of the Congress, and the Federal judiciary. 

The Commission, as you know, examined the current status of judicial and 
congressional salaries in great detail. Its recommendations were presented only 
after public hearings and careful study. 

The extensive reasons on behalf of increasing the saiaries of Congressmen and 
Federal judges are included in the Commission’s report. They include the lag 
of those salaries behind rising living costs in recent years and comparisons of 
those salaries with those of executives in private endeavor. But underlying all 
of the Commission’s considerations was the firm belief that the public service 
requires and deserves adequate compensation. 

The CIO has a record of having argued and, in many cases, fought for good 
wages and salaries. We believe that the laborer is worthy of his hire, and we 
include Congressmen and Federal judges in that conviction. 

Salaries of Government officials should be sufficient to enable them to maintain 
adequate living standards and to fulfill their obligations—which frequently 
require travel—without the need for outside income. Compensation for public 
service in a democracy should bear a close enough relationship to compensation 
in private endeavor 2s to attract public-spirited men from all walks of life, not 
merely those of independent wealth. 

The salary increases recommended by the Commission would help to alleviate 
the current situation, whereby the Vice President, the Chief Justice, Congress- 
men, and Federal judges are paid inadequate sums not consonant with their 
positions in government. 

More than a year has passed since the Commission reported its recommenda- 
tions and I sincerely hope that these recommendations will soon be enacted 
into law. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES B. Carey, Secretary-Treasurer. 


CuicaGo, Inu, January 24, 1955. 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

I regret I have just returned from an extended business trip and must attend 
staff and directors’ meetings of our company for balance of week. This will 
prevent my appearing at hearing on date specified. 

I should like to emphasize as a citizen and as a member of the Commission 
on Judicial and Congressional Salaries that they are at present a disgrace to 
our country. We have failed to recognize the extent and growth in the com- 
plexity of congressional and judicial responsibilities over the past 25 years. 

The report clearly covers not only the change in responsibility but the time 
required to solve these problems which is a full-time responsibility compared to a 
part-time activity years ago. Congress has maintained as a No. 1 issue for consid- 
eration the improvement of standards of living of the masses. In turn the 
masses have failed to recognize the problem of its publie servants. I am con- 
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vinced that this Commission made up of citizens represents the views of the 
majority of people in the country. Not one single word of testimony over a period 
of many weeks evidenced opposition from any representative organization 
throughout the entire United States. 

I sincerely hope there will be no compromise on the figures recommended by 
the Commission. Our recommendation represents the very minimum that should 
be considered. 

W. A. PATTERSON, 
President, United Air Lines, Inc. 


Bippison & RHEAM, 
Tulsa, Okla., January 22, 1955. 
Re: Salary increases for judges and Congressmen. 
Hon. Estes KErauver, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DeaAR SENATOR: I just learned that there is to be a hearing on Tuesday, 
January 25, concerning salary increases for United States judges, Senators, and 
Representatives. 

I am enclosing herewith report of the national affairs committee of the 
Tulsa Chamber of Commerce, dated February 4, 1954, wherein we went on 
record as favoring and recommending increases for judges and Congressmen. 
The action of the committee has never been rescinded and the committee still 
favors and therefore urges the increased salaries asset out in said report. 

Your attention is directed to page 2 of said report which gives the committee’s 
viewpoint and the reasons for such. 

Yours very truly, 
FLoyp L. RHEAM. 


REPORT OF NATIONAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE OF THE TULSA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
FEBRUARY 4, 1954 


(By National Affairs Executive Committee) 


Nore.—This is the first national affairs study group report for 1954. There 
will be others as issues warrant. These reports do not necessarily represent 
official policy of the Tulsa Chamber of Commerce. All such reports are pre 
sented as a service to the membership, and in an effort to have Tulsa’s views 
on vital issues known in Washington. In all reports you are urged to take 
some actions based on your own convictions. 


PROPOSED SALARY INCREASES FOR 
FEDERAL JUDGES AND UNITED STATES SENATORS AND REPRESENTATIVES 


Problem 


Are we paying enough to attract the ablest men to the Federal judiciary and 
to the Congress of the United States? 

Discussion: The last Congress enacted Public Law 220 creating a special 
commission of 18 members representing labor, industry, agriculture, the pro 
fessions, and government to study the necessity of salary adjustments for Con- 
gressmen and the judiciary in the light of the economic realities of today. 

A distinguished Commission was appointed by the President of the United 
States, the Vice President, the Speaker of the House, and the Chief Justice. 
This Commission held a series of public hearings in Washington December 
15-17, 1953, during which time they assembled a vast amount of data. The 
preponderance of testimony was in support of the salary increases. More than 
50 witnesses representing a cross section of American life appeared. Only 
three witnesses, all Members of the House of Representatives, appeared in 
opposition. They conceded that their opposition was based in part upon political 
considerations. Former judges and Congressmen told of finding it necessary 
to resign for financial reasons. The Commission’s report was filed with Con- 
gress January 15, 1954. The scale of recommended increases which is proposed 
in S. 1663 is as follows: 
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| 
Present an- | Increased an- 
nual salary | nual salary 


United States Senators, Congressmen, and United States district judges $15, 000 $27, 500 
Circuit court judges _- : 17, 500 30, 500 
Supreme Court 
Chief Justice _- _- ; 25, 500 40, 000 
Associate Justices - 25, 000 | 39, 500 


| 
= | } 
| 
| 


These proposed increases are in line with salary recommendations of the 
Hoover Commission and with the recommendations of the American Bar Asso- 
ciation, both made after lengthy study of the subject. 

In Public Law 220 Congress committed itself to act on the question within 60 
legislative days after receiving the Commission's report. 

Committee viewpoint 

The national affairs executive committee in its consideration of this vital 
issue Came to the conclusion that the above-recommended increases in pay should 
be granted by Congress during this session. 

The committee urges you to study the facts and write your Congressmen and 
give them your views on this matter. 

Reasons for the committee’s viewpoint 

1. Congressmen and judges are woefully underpaid. Cost of living has in- 
creased without an increase in the salaries of either Congressmen or judges. 

2. This is a nonpartisan issue. 

3. Proposed increase in terms of cost would be less than one one-hundredth of 
1 percent of the Federal budget. 

Time is short: prompt action is essential. 

Respectfully submitted, 

JOHN G. STAUDT, 
Chairman, National Affairs Committee. 


OKLAHOMA CONGRESSIONAL DELEGATION 

Senators: 

Robert S. Kerr, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

A. 8S. (Mike) Monroney, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
Representatives : 

Page Belcher, House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Ed Edmondson, House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Carl Albert, House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Tom Steed, House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

John Jarman, House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Victor Wickersham, House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


WILMINGTON, DEL., January 24, 1955. 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 

Judge Biggs fulfilling assignment to hold court in the Virgin Islands. Judge 
Harold Stephens is authorized to speak on Judge Biggs’ behalf concerning judi- 
cial-congressional salary matter in Judge Biggs’ unavoidable absence. 

AGNES C. GALLAGHER, Secretary. 


PAUL, WEISS, RIFKIND, WHARTON & GARRISON, 
New York 22, N.Y., January 24, 1955. 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR KEFAUVER: Thank you for your telegram bringing the good 
news that your subcommittee has taken under consideration the bills for the 
revision of the judicial salary scale. The facts which should guide your decision 
have long been explored and collated not only by congressional committees but 
also by Presidential commission. 

The time is indeed ripe for action. With all due respect I may be pardoned for 
saying that it is “rotten ripe.” 
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Service on the Federal judiciary is a great honor and a very rare privilege. 
In consequence it attracts candidates from among the ablest members of the bar. 
Concomitantly it is a very demanding service, calling for a very high order of 
erudition and experience, tireless effort in a rapidly expanding and changing 
body of law, undiluted devotion directed exclusively to the judicial task, avoid- 
ance of entangling commitments to other causes and activities—in short, complete 
self-dedication. 

These requirements must, of necessity, suffer compromising adjustments when 
judges are obliged to seek supplementary income by teaching or writing, when 
they are not free from financial anxiety and when their days are clouded by 
worry concerning the insecurity of their families. 

The present salary scale hurts the cause of justice. It injures the United 
States. A very large percentage of the Federal judges are of necessity so pre- 
occupied with skimping, stinting, and worrying that their performance is bound 
to be adversely affected. 

These considerations moved me, in 1950, to resign from the Federal bench 
despite the fact that I found the work most congenial to my spirit. Other judges 
have either resigned or have seriously considered that step and I believe for the 
same reasons, 

From my personal experience I can vouch for the fact that it is, on present 
salaries, impossible for a Federal judge, located in an urban center to live by 
that modest standard which the community expects him to maintain. (I can- 
not speak of rural communities because I have not enjoyed that experience. ) 

For those judges whose family obligations are not yet discharged, such as 
those who must still educate their children, the task is presently an impossible 
one. 

When I compare the vast responsibility which is laid upon the Federal judges, 
the immeasurable stake which the United States has in its system of justice, 
both as a Nation and as a litigant, to the miniscule sums involved in the proposed 
increases, I must express my amazement at the long delay which has already 
occurred in the enactment of this prudent measure. 

After long and careful investigation a Commission has made recommenda- 
tions which I believe are beyond valid criticism. I hope your committee will 
adopt them. 

Very respectively yours, 
Srmon H. RIFKIND. 

P. S.—I speak of judicial salaries because of my intimate interest in the 
problem. The same considerations are, I believe, applicable to congressional 
salaries. They too call for correction. 


——_$————— 


PALM BEACH, FLA., January 23, 1955. 
Hon. ESTES KEFAUVER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Re your telegram: If every person in the United States would be willing to 
pay 1 penny a month, 1 penny a month for the salaries of the Members of the 
Congress and the resulting sum be divided equally among the 435 Members 
of Congress, then each Member would receive $37,000 a year, so you see that 
the amount of $27,000 recommended by the Commission is not burdensome. 
Furthermore, of the increase of $12,500 recommended by the Commission an in- 
creased tax of about $7,300 would be recovered by the Government, leaving the 
Congessman an increased purchasing power of only about $5,200 in 52-cent dol- 
lars. The total annual cost to the Government would be about $2144 million, an 
amount that Congress appropriates every 6 minutes of an &8-hour workday. Of 
course, the leaders should have higher salaries and all Members should be allowed 
a legitimate expense account, same as businessmen. 

The uninformed and the demagogs will complain as much about an inadequate 
increase as they will over a proper compensation. 

If for no other than safety reasons, the Congress should appropriate about 
$3 million for a site and house for the Vice President. It should be on a site 
at least one block square. If we can spend-$5 million to repair the White House, 
we ought to be willing to provide dignified and proper quarters for the Vice 
Presidency. The foregoing figures are from memory and apply equally to the 
Federal judiciary. It is scandalous the way some of these high-class men are 
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treated in the way of compensation. The American people admire and respect 
men of courage. 
Respectively, 
JOHN E. GALVIN, 
of Lima, Ohio. 


PaLM BEACH, FLa., January 25, 1955. 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Please amend my January 23 message as follows: If every person in the 
United States would be willing to pay one penny a month, one penny a month 
for the salaries of the Members of Congress and the resulting sum be divided 
equally among the 535 Members of Congress then each Member would receive 
$30,000 a year. So you see that the amount of $27,500 recommended by the 
Commission is not burdensome. Furthermore, of the increase of $12,500, an 
increased tax of about 84.500 would be recovered by the Government leaving 
the Congressman an increased purchasing power of only about $3,600 in 1939 
dollars. The total annual cost to the Government would be about $3,600,000, 
an amount that Congress appropriates every 10 minutes of an S-hour workday. 
Of course, the leaders should have higher salaries and all Members should be 
allowed a legitimate expense account, same as businessmen. The uninformed 
und the demagogs will complain as much about an inadequate increase as they 
will over a proper compensation. 

if for no other than safety reasons the Congress should appropriate at least 
83 million for a site and home for the vice president. It should be on a site 
at least one block square. If we can spend $5 million to repair the White House 
we ought to be willing to provide dignified and suitable quarters for the Vice 
Presidency. The foregoing figures are from memory and apply equally to the 
Federal judiciary. It is scandalous the way some of these high-class men are 
treated in the way of compensation. The American people admire and respect 
men of courage 

Respectfully, 
JouN E. GAuvin, of Lima, Ohio. 


NORFOLK, VaA., January 26, 1955. 
Senator Estes Keravuver, 
Chairman, Subcommittee Congressional and Judicial Salaries, 
Washington, D. C.: 
As a private businessman who will never be interested in either an elective or 
appointive Government office, I strongly advocate increase in pay for Members 
of Congress and judges, but I also advocate these salaries being made subject 
to the same income tax, except legitimate expenses, that other citizens pay. 
Raupn B. Douagras, 
President, Smith Douglass Co., Ine. 


LANCASTER, PaA., January 25, 1955. 
United States Senator EstTes KEFAUVER, 
Chairman of Subcommittee on Judiciary, 
Washington, D. C.: 

As you know from my telephone conversation of this morning, it is impossible 
for me to appear at the hearing today at Washington as I have a union meeting 
tonight in Lancaster, Pa., with negotiations all day today. I would appreciate 
the opportunity to appear at a later date as I would like to present to your 
committee the basic reasons why I believe it is imperative that the recommenda 
tions of the Commission that studied the wages of Federal judges, Senators, 
and Congressmen should be esatblished. In my opinion the United States Con- 
gress is doing democracy and our republican form of government a great dis- 
service by failing to increase the salaries of Federal judges and the Congress 
in accordance to what the times of the day require. This Commission composed 
of business and professional men, farm groups, and labor men gave great con- 
sideration to this problem, worked out many different types of test to arrive 
at a figure, and came up with a unanimous recommendation in their report. 
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What is the point of the congress establishing a Commission and men and women 
giving up their time and working out solutions in a nonpolitical way for the 
good of the Nation and then to have the congress pigeonhole it by not having 
the political courage to put into effect that which is essential? If we are to 
maintain the proper type of judiciary and congress, I urgently impress your 
committee to give recommendation to the Commission’s report and not cut its 
recommendation in any way whatsvever. I would further appreciate an oppor- 
tunity to appear before your committee at a mutually convenient time. Thank 
you for your invitation. 
WALTER W. CENERAZZO, 
Sommerville, Mass. 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION MANUFACTURERS, 
New York 17, N.Y... January 28, 1955. 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee, 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: In connection with your current hearings on S. 462 
und S. 540 to increase the salaries of Members of Congress and judges of United 
States courts, I should like to convey to you the very great interest of this asso- 
ciation in the subject matter of these hearings. 

In February of 1954 the board of d’rectors of the National Association of 
Manufacturers approved the following policy position bearing on this important 
matter 

“For some time the low level of salaries for the judiciary and the Congress 
has been a matter of thoughtful concern. The Commission on Judicial and 
Congressional Salaries has emphasized this situation by its report of January 
IS, 1954. Without conmitiment as to the specific details of the Commission’s 
recommendation, the National Association of Manufacturers endorses the gen- 
eral proposal that judicial and congressional salaries be increased.” 

Since this resolution was adopted, the necessity for corrective measures along 
the lines now being considered by your committee seems to us to have become 
even more widely recognized. Without question some adjustment in the com- 
pensation of Members of Congress and Federal judges is warranted. 

I should like by this means to convey the interest of the members of this 
association generally in this matter and urge early and favorable action by your 
committee and the Congress on this very important and pressing problem. <A 
similar communication was sent to all Members of Congress during the last 
session of Congress. 

I would appreciate it very much if these views could be incorporated in the 
record of your hearings. 

Respectfully yours, 
Henry G. RITER, 3d, 
Presédent. 


NATIONAL GRANGE, 
Washington 6, D.C., January 24, 1955. 
Ilon. ESTES KEFAUVER, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR KEFAUVER: Our National Grange executive committee is meeting 
in Washington this week, therefore, it will be impossible for me to put in a per- 
sonal appearance at the hearing on January 25. 

This committee, however, has unanimously endorsed the position that I ex- 
pressed in the Commission on Salary Adjustment for Members of Congress and 
the Federal Judiciary. That position is one in support of adjustment of these 
salaries upward to a basic $25,000 figure for Members of Congress and certain 
Federal judges, with historic differentials in the judiciary maintained in sub- 
stantial accord with the percentages of differential indicated in the schedule of 
the full Commission report. 

Respectfully yours, 
Herscnue. D. Newson, Vaster. 
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THE Rock CouNTY STAR HERALD, 
Luverne, Minn., January 22, 1955. 


SENATOR ESTES KEFAUVER, 
Senate Office Building, 


Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR KEFAUVER: This is in reply to your telegram of January 21. 


As a membe 


‘r of the Federal Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries 


of 1953-54 I urge the speediest possible action in revising upward the salaries 
of the Federal judiciary and Members of Congress. 
I see a serious threat to our judiciary if the present inequitable scale of 


remuneration 


is continued. We will not be able to attract in the future the 


caliber of men to the Federal bench that we need to maintain the integrity and 
ability of the Federal judiciary. 

Members of Congress are badly underpaid. We do not want the Members of 
Congress to be serving at a financial sacrifice. 

There have been so many hundreds of thousands of words written in news 
papers and magazines urging support of this measure that there is no need of 


my reviewing 


the need of this legislation. 


We do need a Congress that will have the courage to pass this long, and badly 


needed, salar 


y adjustment measure. Fair-minded people know that a crisis 


exists and that the time to meet that crisis is now with positive action. 


Sincere 


iy; 
ALAN C. McIntosh. 


[Editorial—Washington Sunday Star, January 17, 1955] 


For BETTER GOVERN MENT 


The Commission on Judicial and Congressional Salaries has made it plain 
that its recommendation for higher pay for judges and legislators was based 
mainly on considerations as to what will best serve the national welfare. The 
report stressed the benefits which would accrue to the cause of better government 
rather than the benefits due underpaid public servants on the bench and in 


Congress. 


Voluminous testimony before the Commission showed the relationship be- 
tween good government and fair pay. Taking note of testimony concerning the 
disparity between top-level government salaries and those for comparable pri- 


vate services 


and the resultant tendency of competent citizens to avoid publi 


office, the Commission warned that the Government is the loser by past short- 


sightedness. 


On this point the Commission said: “One of the most striking and 


disturbing facts which the Commission’s inquiry disclosed was the number of 
experienced, able Federal judges and Congressmen who have been forced to 


abandon the 
ean say how 


public service solely as a result of economic pressures. No one 
many more qualified candidates for public office have been forced 


by these same limitations to abandon any thought of Federal service, though 
the evidence shows there have been many.’ The group added that if the pres 


ent trend of ] 


continues, the 

of national le 

grave.” 
While the 


} 


versons With judicial or legislative ability to shun Federal service 


> result will be to “further demoralize and weaken essential areas 


adership at a time when national responsibilities were never more 


increases recommended were substantial in every case, it was 


pointed out that judicial and congressional pay raises have lagged far behind 
those for other offices, in and out of Government. There have been five raises 
for Government employees in general since the last increase for judges and 


Congressmen. 


The policy has been in the past to adjust judicial and legislative 


pay scales about once every 20 years. Meanwhile, rising living costs have been 
no respecters of persons. 

Congress, always shy about voting itself a pay raise, will be glad to have the 
support of such an unbiased group as that headed by Bernard G. Segal, recently 


chancellor of 
citizens who 


the Philadelphia Bar Association, and the 17 other outstanding 
served with him. Congress must act on the report within 60 


legislative days. It should not shrink, for political reasons, from approving 


a long-overdue upward adjustment of judicial and congressional pay. 
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{Editorial—The Atlanta Journal, March 8, 1954] 
Our World Today 


WHat Pay SCALE WILL PROVIDE ABLEST CONGRESS * 
By J. Chal Vinson, assistant professor of history, University of Georgia 


An important issue which may come before Congress this session is a bill to 
raise the salaries of its Members from $15,000 to $25,000. Even if it is not 
presented in Washington, it is a subject which well-informed citizens should 
consider, for it is essential that Congress attract and hold the ablest men in the 
Nation. 

While there is honor and prestige in holding such offices, salary is still an 
important factor in persuading men to seek election. 

At the time our Government was created we broke with the British tradition 
of nonpayment of members of Parliament and tried to make it possible for the 
average man to seek office. Debate was held on this matter in the Constitutional 
Convention. Some argued against any pay for Senators. They believed that the 
“Upper House was meant to represent the wealth of the country, it ought to be 
composed of persons of wealth; and if no allowance was to be made, the wealthy 
alone would undertake the service.” 

Those wishing a more democratic government overruled this theory and pro- 
vided that Members of both Houses be paid $6 per day. 

The present salary of $15,000 at first glance seems adequate. Yet the Congress- 
man has many expenses beyond those of the average citizen. Usually he main- 
tains his regular home and one in Washington. His necessary travel is probably 
in excess of his allowance for that purpose. 

Charities and the demands from the people of his district cannot be ignored. 
Campaigns for office are expensive, and success, of course, is not guaranteed. 

Due to higher taxes and inflation, the $15,000 salary of a Congressman pur- 
chases only $6,700 in terms of the 1940 dollar. At that time Congressmen’s 
$10,000 salary had a purchasing power of $9,613—almost $3,000 more than at 
present. The salary necessary to give Congressmen the same buying power 
they had in 1940 would be $25,000. 

These and many other factors make the financial problems of Representatives 
difficult. It is estimated that the average Member of Congress now spends about 
$3,000 per year more than his salary. 

Some Members can make up this deficit from private income, but others have 
to supplement their pay by lectures. A few might be tempted to indulge in less 
desirable methods. 

Probably a small number of Congressmen could not make an equivalent salary 
in other jobs. There are some, however, who could demand 2 or 3 times their 
pay in Congress, in industry, or business. Many other able men are undoubtedly 
kept out of Government because of their unwillingness to make the necessary 
financial sacrifice. 

A recent survey of 150 business and industrial leaders showed that a majority 
believed an increase in the salaries of Congressmen to be advisable. Most of 
these leaders, who devote much time to evaluating and employing high-caliber 
men, felt that $25,000 would be adequate compensation. 


Some few in this poll 
favored salaries of S60,000 to $75,000. Even at 


this rate of pay the cost of 
management in Government would represent a much lower percentage of operat- 
ing costs than is generally the case in industry. 

One difficulty in determining a fair salary is the fact that Congress must pass 
the law which establishes the pay scale. This creates the suspicion that the 
Representatives, in an unguarded moment, might vote themselves more money 
than they deserve. This was attempted in 1873. 

A bonus of $5,000 was voted each Congressman. So strong was the public 
reaction that the bonus was repealed at the next session, and nothing was done 
to increase salaries for more than 30 years. 

The National Committee for Strengthening Congress has suggested that the 
salary of Representatives be determined in part by a citizens committee. It 
recommended that the committee include Bernard Baruch, Herbert Hoover, and 
Adlai Stevenson. This committee would give the problem objective study and 
submit its report in the hope it would receive bipartisan support. 

Probably Congress will do nothing until it hears from the public. The issue 
should be studied in terms of the question: What pay scale will provide the 
ablest possible Congress? 
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{ Editorial—Louisville Courier-Journal, January 17, 1955] 
Ir’s Time ConGress Votep Trat Pay RAISE 


Congress gets today what it has long desired—advice from a special citizens 
Commission to increase its own pay and that of the Federal judiciary. After 
months of study the Commission, of which Iouisville’s Samuel R. Guard is a 
member, suggests that each Senator and Representative get a raise of $12,500 
above his present pay of $15,000, that the Chief Justice get a raise of $14,500 
above his present salary or $25,500 to a total of $40,000 a year, that the Associate 
Justices draw $39,500, and that Federal district and circuit judges get the same 
pay raise as Senators and Representatives—$12,500, bringing their salaries to 
$27,500 and $30,000. 

These recommendations are sound, in our opinion, and Congress, with the 
music of the Commission’s words still fresh in its ears, should lose no time in 
voting the salary increases. They are a little higher than those proposed in 
Senate bill 1663, the measure introduced last year and shyly put aside until 
Congress could hear from the Citizens Commission. But they are merited. 
And if Congress and the judiciary are not to become a rich man’s club, barred to 
all without independent income, the pay scales must be revised healthily upward. 

This conclusion has been supported in the past by the American Bar Associz- 
tion, the Louisville Bar, distinguished scholars of government, and a great sec- 
tion of the Nation’s press. Now the citizens Commission says to Congress, in 
effect, “go ahead—vote for it.” 

The pity of it is that Congress is not likely to have the courage to do so. The 
time for raising congressional and judicial pay, like the time for beginning uni- 
versal military training it seems, is never ripe. Last year was the Republican 
administration's first in power, and a pay raise might have seemed overhasty for 
the crusaders for economy; it was deemed better to wait for a citizens Commis 
sion to tell Congress what it ought to do. This year is an election year, with all 

35 Representatives and 32 Senators up for re-election. And there’s more talk 
of a recession, of the need to increase the national debt limit, of more defense cut 
backs—so fearful politicians in Washington are murmuring that “the people” 
wouldn't like Congress “giving itself more money,” etc. 

We believe that the people are more reasonable than that, that they want to 
make it possible for our best men to serve their country without the necessity for 
independent wealth or for accepting subsidies from dubious sources. 

The issue, in any case, is a matter of principle, and far more important to the 
welfare of the country than is the electoral fate of any man or group of men now 
holding office. Congress shirked its duty last year, which is why the problem 
seems even thornier now. Delay now will improve nothing. But if the leaders 
of both parties will endorse the citizens Commission advice, and if individual 
Members of Congress will put the future welfare of the Nation above their indi- 
vidual campaign worries, we believe they would be pleasantly surprised to find 
that the ordinary voter, too, agrees with Mr. Guard and his fellow Commissioners. 


LOUISVILLE, Ky., January 25, 1955. 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

President Eisenhower's China message convinces me that no salary raises can 
in good conscience be proposed now. However in normal situation I favor parity 
wages for all our servants in Congress and on Federal bench same way as I 
advocate full parity prices to farmers, other production of food and fiber. 

Respectfully, 
SAMUEL R. GUARD, 
Editor, Breeders Gazette. 


LOUISVILLE, Ky., January 27, 1955. 
Hon. Estes KEFAUVER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Clarify my previous wire I stand hy recommendation of Commission on Judi- 
cial and Congressional Salaries. This Commission is willing to leave it to the 
good judgment of Congress as to whether deserved raise be implemented before 
China question is settled. 

Regards, 
SAMUEL R. GUARD, 
Editor, Breeders Gazette. 
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LOUISVILLE, Ky., January 28, 1955. 
Hion. Estes KEFAUVER, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Night letter 27th. Make 16th and 17th words “I am” instead of “this Commis- 
sion is.” 
SAMUEL R. GUARD, 
Editor. Breeders Gazette. 


LOUISVILLE, Ky., January 26, 1955. 
Ilon. ESTES KEFAUVER, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR KEFAUVER: I thank you for your thoughtful telegram of Janu- 
ary 2ist, inviting me to submit any expression of opinion or recommendation to 
your subcommittee with respect to an increase in the salaries of Congressmen 
and Federal judges. My service as a member of the Commission on Judicial and 
Congressional Salaries convinced me without question that our public servants 
are entitled to a raise. But if you will refer to page 23 of House Document No. 
300, 83d Congress, 2d session, which is in fact our report, you will observe that 
Commissioner Edward Baskin and myself, both agricultural representatives 
appointed by the President, contended that the ceiling should be $25,000. 

Moreover, I think it only fair to state that we believed that a schedule of fair 
salaries due our servants in Congress and on the bench should be tied into full 
parity prices for farmers. That was my stand all through the hearings and 
when I helped write the final report. 

In normal peacetimes I would be in favor of raising the salaries of Congress- 
men and Federal judges to $25,000 per annum, but without any travel allowances, 
tax exemptions, or other emoluments whatsoever. However, President Eisen- 
hower’s Chinu message, which seems to raise a threat of war, changes the entire 
situation, in my view. I do not think that any salary raises can be proposed 
in good conscience until our country is saved from involvement in another war. 
It is my further belief that war can be averted by the Congress and the Executive 
working staunchly together to win peace in a well-fed world. 

Respectfully, Your friend, 
SAMUEL R. GUARD, 
Editor of Breeder’s Gazette. 





